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ABSTRACT
Many actors in both the public and private sectors make important decisions based on
their perception of the changes occurring in that geographic unit commonly referred to as
a neighborhood. The process of locating the boundaries of a neighborhood and measuring
the direction and rate of change in various characteristics of the neighborhood is formally
known as neighborhood analysis. Although a large amount of scholarly literature in the
fields of sociology, demography, economics, and city planning have posited both definitions
of "neighborhood" and theories of neighborhood change, there is no clearly delineated
methodology for locating neighborhood boundaries and measuring neighborhood change.
The purposes of this study are: 1) to determine whether the geographic unit under analysis
differs with the criteria selected for locating neighborhood boundaries; 2) to determine
whether the process of neighborhood change would appear different if a different set of
measures are monitored by separate actors; 3) to explore the process of neighborhood analysis
and note the difficulties and potential sources of error one faces in carrying it out.
In the first of the two sections of this study, the many varied definitions of "neighbor-
hood" that have appeared in the literature are reviewed within the context of a typology
of neighborhood definitions based on the relative emphasis placed on each of the three
critical elements of a neighborhood, the people, the housing, and the environment. A set
of criteria for locating neighborhood boundaries is then extracted from each of these theo-
retical definitions. These operational definitions are then applied to a case study area, the
Jamaica Plain section of Boston, to determine whether the geographic configuration of a
neighborhood differs with the definition used.
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The purpose of the second section is to identify indicators of neighborhood change and
to determine whether different indicators all point in the same direction, at the some rate,
and in a discernable sequence within a neighborhood. The major theories of neighborhood
change are reviewed, specifically those theories dealing with the processes of mobility,
filtering, and deterioration. A methodology is then established for monitoring the process
of neighborhood change through the use of measurable indicators. Finally, these indicators
of change are applied to Jamaica Plain to determine whether the various indicators provide
the same findings.
The various criteria for locating neighborhood boundaries were found to delineate roughly
the same geographic areas. The scale of these areas, however, was far smaller than the
Jdmaica Plain neighborhood, which is primarily an administrative and historical construct.
The indicators of neighborhood change do generally move in the same direction, but not at
a uniform rate with respect to the changes occurring in Boston as a whole. Geography,
topography and history all play an important role in the location of neighborhood boundaries
and in the way in which a neighborhood changes.
The major methodological difficulties encountered in conducting a neighborhood analysis
are data limitations. The census is only published at ten year intervals and census tracts
define the geographic areas one may analyze. In addition, city agencies do not publish
dissaggregated data. Other problems requiring further research are: an operational notion
of homogeneity and a treshold level for neighborhood change.
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7Introduction
It is not unusual to hear people, in both professional and non-professional capacities,
speak of neighborhoods and neighborhood change. An individual involved in developing
social policy may espouse the goal of "neighborhood stability. " A banker may grimace
at the news of "neighborhood decline. " A savvy realtor may accrue large profits from
his participation in the "rediscovery of an old neighborhood. " The white homeowner
often fears the encroachment of a different racial group, or "neighborhood transition."
The Federal Government has appropriated large sums of money for "neighborhood renewal."
Two concepts are central to each of these concerns, 1) the neighborhood and 2) the
process under which a neighborhood changes. These two concepts are rarely defined when
they are used. This is the case when either of the two concepts appears in everyday con-
versation, in formal discussions, or even in legal documents. Let us now look more closely
at several ways in which each of these two concepts, the neighborhood and neighborhood
change,have been used.
The term, neighborhood, has been bantered around in the most informal and the most
formal settings without being defined in either case. Many people shop at the neighbor-
hood grocery store or spend an evening at the neighborhood movie theater. Some people
live in fear of the neighborhood gang or have been the focus of the neighborhood grape -
vine. Although people rarely stop to define what they mean by each of these phrases,
they each have an intuitive meaning to the user.
In the most formal setting, the neighborhood has been the focal point of federal
8legislation. According to the Demonstration Cities Act of 1966,
A "comprehensive city demonstration program" is a locally
prepared and scheduled program for rebuilding or restoring
entire sections and neighborhoods of slum and blighted areas
through the concentrated and coordinated use of all available
Federal aids and local private and government resources.......
(emphasis my own)
Here, the neighborhood is the target area of a piece of major legislation, yet nowhere
in the legislation is the term neighborhood actually definedeither theoretically or
operationally.
Similarly, in the Housing Act of 1954, the requirements of a workable program and
neighborhood analysis were added to the Urban Renewal Program. Yet again, the concept
of neighborhood was not explained. Under the Community Action Program (CAP) of the
Economic Opportunity Act, neighborhood service centers were funded. It is, however,
not totally clear, what jurisdiction such a center was intended to serve.
In each of these three cases, the criteria according to which a neighborhood was to
be identified was left up to those implementing the program. The local agencies could
then select a neighborhood according to any number of different criteria or different
purposes.
In the opening statement, we listed some examples of the second concept to be ana-
lyzed,neighborhood change. Again, there is a dilemma. The concept, neighborhood
change, strikes a nerve in everyone, yet there is no single clearly defined scheme as to
how, why and in what ways neighborhoods undergo change.
Neighborhood change is composed of two confusing elements; first, the neighborhood
9which we have just discussed above and second, the concept of change. Change is a
process and has a direction. Neighborhoods are often called transitional as they move
from one type of neighborhood to a different type of neighborhood. But what exactly is
it about the neighborhood that changes? How does one measure the direction and mag-
nitude of that change?
So far, we have only discussed problems of definition, but we are not concerned with
merely a semantic argument. Many important decisions are based on what people believe
is meant by neighborhood and how they view neighborhood change, that is how they
analyze a neighborhood. Federal legislation has been enacted to reverse neighborhood
decline, lenders assess neighborhoods in terms of risk potential,and people search for a
"nice, stable neighborhood" in which to live. Because a notion of neighborhood and a
concern about neighborhood change are built into so many decisions, it is important to
have a clearly defined framework for both of these concepts.
Many actors in both the private and the public sectors make decisions based on
neighborhoods and make decisions which affect neighborhoods. In the private sector,
the most important actors are: 1) households, 2) private investors, 3) financial in-
stitutions, 4) realtors, and 5) commercial establishments. The primary actors in the public
sector are: 1) politicians, 2) public administrators, and 3) planners. To further empha-
size the importance of the concepts of neighborhood and neighborhood change in so many
realms, we shall now briefly look at some of the ways in which each actor's decisions
depend on his evaluation of a neighborhood and on his evaluation of the changes occurring
in a neighborhood. Let us begin with those actors involved in decisions in the private sector.
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When a household chooses a home, it also chooses a whole bundle of services. Some
of these services flow from the structure itself, others are a function of the location of
the structure. Among the factors that enter into a household's locational decision calculus
are: convenience to work, appearance of the neighborhood, safety, the characteristics of
their potential neighbors, and the quality of the other houses in the neighborhood. People
are also concerned with the direction in which the neighborhood seems to be moving: are
the other houses being cared for? is a different class of people moving in? is the school
maintaining adequate standards? Depending: on each household's own values it will
look for different qualities in a neighborhood and ask different questions concerning the
existence of and types of changes occurring within the neighborhood.
The second actor, the private investor, irn particular, the real estate investor is
very sensitive to neighborhood conditions and neighborhood changes. Like the household
investing in a home, the real estate investor is also concerned with the combination of the
structure and its location in space. With profit maximization as his goal, the investor is
primarily concerned with making financially sound investments. Because the neighborhood
influences the desirability of his structure, the rents he can demand, and his operating
costs, the investor will carefully evaluate the neighborhood and its future before investing
in additional properties or making improvements in properties he already holds in that
neighborhood.
The financial institutions, the third actor, determine the availability and terms of
mortgage funds for the purchase and repair of real estate. Like the investor, the lender
is extremely concerned with making a "safe" investment. He tries to avoid bad loans
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which may end in foreclosure and thus a loss to his institution. Neighborhoods which are
seen by lenders as declining are often "red-lined. " This means that loans will no longer
be available in that particular location. This practice can have a tremendous impact on
the neighborhood. People will have great difficulty selling their homes. Often, only
large investors will have adequate credit ratings to purchase in the area, increasing the
level of absentee ownership in a previously predominantly owner occupied area. With-
drawal of credit is also a statement of the institution's attitude toward the neighborhood
and influences the neighborhood's public image and relative desirability.
The fourth actor, the real estate broker, matches housing units with households or
investors. His estimation of and his expectations concerning the type of people, the
level of services, the quality of housing, and the general environment of a neighborhood
influences the type of people to whom he will show homes in a given neighborhood. If,
for example, a neighborhood has begun to experience racial change, a realtor may only
show units to members of the new racial group, further encouraging what he saw as the
trend in that neighborhood.
The locational decision of the fifth actor, the commercial establishment, is based on
a number of neighborhood-related factors. Among these are:access to resources, the costs
of doing business in a particular location and an estimate of the potential market area.
That market area surrounding a commercial site, loosely defined, is a neighborhood com-
posed of people with particular tastes and level of purchasing power. An understanding
of the shopping and mobility behavior of the population and their financial standing are
then critical to a locational decision. Any change in these aspects of the neighborhood
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population would have an impact on the local commercial trade. Conversely, the quality
of commercial establishments contributes to a neighborhood's image and influences who
will choose to live in or invest in that neighborhood.
As is clear from the above examples, whether implicitly or explicitly, many people
in their private and professional lives make decisions that depend on their analysis of
neighborhoods. That is, they selectively bound a subarea of the city and assess its dynamics
on the basis of those characteristics relevant to their own decisions.
In addition, the actions and decisions of these individuals influence what happens
in cities and also influences the decisions of each of the other actors. If, for example,
a property owneron the basis of his evaluation of neighborhood circumstances, were to
choose to curtail investment on his buildings in a particular neighborhood, the quality
of his structures would decline, reducing the quality standard for the entire neighborhood.
This also provides a clue to other investors that he is dissatisfied with the neighborhood,
thus discouraging them from investing as well.
Many decisions made by the public sector, whether they be political decisions, dis-
tributional decisions, or planning decisions rely on both a notion of neighborhood and an
evaluation of the dynamics of neighborhood change. As noted previously, many federal,
state, and local programs have had as their goal the correction of urban problems at the
neighborhood scale. Public Housing and Urban Renewal have sought to correct housing
problems and to improve the physical environment in specific areas of many cities. Model
Cities was a more comprehensive and focused effort to improve neighborhood conditions.
The Community Action Programs were still further efforts to improve living conditions for
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people in low-income areas of the city.
However, often, over-riding market, demographic, and social forces have overwhelmed
isolated public efforts to improve neighborhood conditions. In the case of Project Rehab,
the isolated renovation of structures in otherwise declining neighborhoods was not an
adequate measure to either reverse the neighborhood trends nor to even maintain the
rehabilitated units. Code enforcement, a program often administered at the city level to
prevent further housing deterioration, may have disastrous effects in a weak market where
the demand for housing is not sufficient to warrant private investment in housing mainten-
ance and rehabilitation.
We believe that more precise definitions of neighburhood. and neighborhood change
will lead to better public policy planning. Currently, this is most relevent at the local
level in the allocation decisions for Community Development Revenue Sharing funds. An
understanding of the components of the city and how they interact will help decision-
makers choose the best locations for intervention and help them design the correct types
of intervention policies and programs to meet specific problems.
Let us now take a brief look at the three public sector actors whose decisions influ-
ence neighborhoods and are influenced by the characteristics and dynamics of neighbor-
hoods. First, are the politicians. For our purposes, they are the elected officials respon-
sible for initiating and approving public policies. They are concerned with both promoting
their political career and serving the city. The politican sees neighborhoods and their
residents as potential sources of votes as well as sections of the city and groups of people
with specific needs. His evcluation of the support he expects from a group of voters, his
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perception of their neighborhood conditions, and his own values influence what programs
he will choose to support. The politician's support or lack of support for programs which
serve special interest groups or particular neighborhoods will in turn influence both his
political career and the future of a given neighborhood. In either case, his understanding
of the impact of a program at the neighborhood level will help him make policy decisions,
Public services are generally delivered by districts. Most important among the ser-
vices are refuse collection, fire protection, police protection and education. The algo-
rithm by which resources are allocated to different neighborhoods by our second public
actor, the public administrator, is rarely publicized. The level of services provided to
a neighborhood does, however, influence its relative appeal. It is commonly believed
that a neighborhood that is seen as going "downhill" by public decision-makers will also
face a reduction in municipal services, while more resources are channelled into the more
prestigious areas in an attempt to help stabilize these areas. The level of public invest-
ment in a neighborhood influences the direction in which a neighbrhood moves. The
way in which those who allocate services and resources see neighborhood change then,
has an influence on future change.
The third and final public actor is the policy planner. His role is to evaluate urban
problems and design programs to rectify these problems within the political and financial
constraints imposed upon him. Cities are composed of subareas with various needs and
problems. The policy planner tries to understand the impact of a proposed program on
different types of subareas. For example, a city-wide code enforcement program will
effect different subareas differently. In a very low-rent, deteriorated area,owners may
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abandon their structures rather than invest to maintain them. Code enforcement may,
however, protect a more stable area from decline. The policy planner must be able to
mold programs to the dynamics of specific subareas.
In addition to these common uses of the concepts, neighborhood and neighborhood
change, there is also a large body of theoretical literature which focuses on them as well.
Sociologists, geographers, demographers, economists, and city planners have all addressed
themselves to these two notions within the context of their own need to define and use
them. This has yielded a wide range of definitions of a neighborhood from a geographic
unit in which people provide each other with mutual support and comfort, to a district
with similarly priced housing, and finally to a visually distinct subdivision. Different
aspects of the neighborhood have also been stressed in the various theories of neighbor-
hood change. Most commonly cited are: racial change, housing deterioration, and
environmental decay.
There is no clear methodology for locating neighborhood boundaries or for evaluating
neighborhood change, neither in the literature nor in common usage. The purposes of
this study are threefold. We want to first determine whether the geographic unit under
analysis differs with the criteria selected for locating neighborhood boundaries. Second,
we would like to determine whether the process of neighborhood change would appear
different if a different set of measures are monitored by separate actors. If variations
are found across criteria and indicators of change, the selection of criteria and indicators
of change is critical to the outcome of the neighborhood analysis. Our third purpose is
to explore the actual process of neighborhood analysis and the difficulties and potential
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sources of error one faces in carrying'it out.
This study is divided into two sections. The first focuses on the neighborhood as a
spatially defined unit and the second is directed toward measuring neighborhood change.
The purpose of the first part is to clarify the various concepts of neighborhood. We shall
determine what criteria one may use to locate the boundaries of a neighborhood under
various definitions and note the problems involved in such an under-taking. The appli-
cation of the various concepts of neighborhood to a case study area will reveal the
potential spatial variations that could result from using varying criteria for locating
neighborhood boundaries.
In Chapter 1, a typology of neighborhoods is developed to serve as an organizational
framework within which the literature dealing with neighborhood definitions is reviewed.
In Chapter 2, the criteria for locating neighborhood boundaries are extracted from each
of the theoretical definitions discussed in the first chapter. These operational definitions
are applied to the Jcmaica Plain section of Boston, our case study area, in Chapter 3.
In this third chapter, Jamaica Plain is evaluated as a neighborhood and subareas within
Jamaica Plain are identified using each of the operational definitions. We may then
determine whether the geographic configuration of a neighborhood differs with definition.
We may also evaluate the sources of data and research techniques currently available to
the neighborhood analyst.
Jamaica Plain was selected as the case study area because it is neither clearly
homogeneous, uniquely stable nor topographically discrete. Yet, it is not a totally
heterogeneous neighborhood nor a neighborhood undergoing radical changes. Froman
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initial investigation, Jamaica Plain appeared to be centrally located on a continuum
from homogeneous to heterogeneous and from stable to transitional. Jamaica Plain con-
tains several different types of population groups and housing submarkets and is under-
going gradual changes. For these reasons, we believed it would serve as both a useful
and interesting study area.
The purpose of Part 11 is to identify indicators of neighborhood change, and to de-
termine whether different indicators all point in the same direction, at the some rate,
and in a discernable sequence, within a neighborhood. Again, as in Part I, we are in
addition searching for a methodology for measuring neighborhood change. While recog-
nizing that neighborhoods change as a result of forces acting on the neighborhood itself
and larger forces acting on the city or region, in this study, we are not looking at the
causes of neighborhood change. We are instead, focusing only on the indicators of
neighborhood change which are apparent in the neighborhood itself.
Chapters 4 through 6 follow a similar format to the first three chapters. Chapter 4
is a review of the literature on theories of neighborhood change organized according to
the emphasis placed on each of the neighborhood element. In Chapter 5, a methodology
is established for monitoring the process of neighborhood change through the use of
measurable indicators. In Chapter 6, these indicators of change are applied to Jamaica
Plain to determine whether the various indicators provide the same findings.
In our concluding chapter, Chapter 7, we review the analysis, the resultant findings,
and the difficulties involved in conducting a neighborhood analysis.
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Footnotes: Introduction
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, Title I, November
1966.
1.
4,
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Part I: Neighborhoods
Chapter 1: How "Neighborhood" Has Been Defined in the Literature.
Neighborhoods are the units within which people choose a home, the units by which
municipal services are delivered, and the units in which many federal programs are carried
out. Yet, we have no clear notion of what is meant by the term, "neighborhood. " Nor
do we know the implications of using different criteria in the establishment of neighbor-
hood boundaries. Should we use a physical boundary? or some aspect of the neighborhood
like population composition or housing type? Perhaps, many different criteria all yield
the same geographic configuration or perhaps the selection of neighborhood boundaries
should follow from the purpose the neighborhood analysis is to serve.
These are not new questions. Historically, scholars have had difficulty in grasping
a complete definition for the term, neighborhood. This problem was aptly expressed by
Terence Lee, in his discussion of varying theories of urban neighborhoods.
The major difficulty for the social scientist seems to be the elusiveness
of neighborhood. He cannot capture it whole in the net of a single
concept. If he isolates it as a piece of territory, he often finds little
or no correspondance with human behavior; if he concentrates instead
on social re ationships he finds that these do not synchronize with
geography.
This constant confusion and the elusiveness of the concept neighborhood may imply that
there is no unique physical entity that serves as a neighborhood in every circumstance.
Terence Lee - In fact, concluded that each person carries within himself a unique "cog-
nitive map"2 or notion of what his neighborhood is and
... the conventional concepts of neighborhood as either a collectively
acknowledged geographical area with definable boundaries, or as an
interacting social group were fouid to be inappropriate. 3 (the author's
emphasis)
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As noted in the previous chapter, various actors must, however, subdivide the city
into subunits for such decisions as: how to allocate resources, where to provide remedial
programs, and how to bound administrative subunits. The psychological notion of a
neighborhood which is unique to each individual is not useful to these actors. In this
chapter,we shall review the literature on neighborhood definitions to see how different
scholars have attempted to resolve the confusion inherent in the concept of neighborhood
and how they have made the concept useful to themselves and others concerned with
studying subareas of the city.
3.1 A TYPOLOGY OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEFINITIONS.
In order to surface the similarities and contrasts among the definitions that have
been espoused in the literature, we developed a typology of neighborhood definitions.
This typology has as its organizational theme, the three important elements of a neighbor-
hood: the people living in the neighborhood, their housing, and the surrounding environ-
ment. These three elements are the basis for locating neighborhood boundaries and for
analyzing differences among neighborhoods at a particular point in time as well as for
analyzing differences in the same neighborhood over time. The variation among the
concepts of neighborhood found in the literature is rooted primarily in the emphasis placed
on each of the three key elements: people, housing, and the environment.
Those definitions that place greatest emphasis on the people living in the neighbor-
hood may be divided into two types: 1) the cohesive neighborhood, and 2) the homo-
geneous neighborhood, The first, the cohesive neighborhood, is a geographically based
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social group with shared values and large amounts of interaction. A homogeneous neighbor-
hood, the second type, is a geographic district with homogeneity in the social class or
race of its occupants.
Housing is the second element that may form the basis for a neighborhood definition.
With housing as our focal point, neighborhoods may be identified according to 1) structural
4housing submarkets, or 2) occupancy housing submarkets. In the first, we are concerned
with the characteristics of the structure itself, its quality, size, and value. In the case
of occupancy submarkets, we are concerned primarily with how people use their homes,
especially the intensity of use and tenure. In both cases, it is assumed that a geographical
area may be circumscribed according to homogeneity along either of these two lines.
We have identified two ways in which a neighborhood may be defined by emphasizing
the third element, the environment. These are: 1) the planned neighborhood unit, and
2) the visual district. The first, the neighborhood unit, is primarily a term used by physical
planners. It refers to a neighborhood that is built according to an explicit physical plan.
The second, the visual district, is that area cut off from others because of a prominant
physical feature such as a highway, railroad tracks, or a park or is differentiated from
other areas because of a change in visual image such as a change from flat land to hills
or from tree-lined streets to no trees.
Let us turn to the many attempts that have been made to clarify what is meant by a
neighborhood. We shall review the literature according to the emphasis placed on the
three critical elements: people, housing, and the environment.
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1.2 PEOPLE
The first set of neighborhood definitions all emphasize the role that the occupants of
the neighborhood play in giving their neighborhood its identity. According to these
definitions,a neighborhood's identity stems from the behavior of the neighborhood's
occupants, their characteristics, or their reputation. These are primarily sociological
and demographic approaches to the study of neighborhoods.
Cohesive Neighborhoods
The cohesive neighborhood is primarily a sociological concept. Suzanne Keller
presented a concise definition of a cohesive neighborhood.
The sociological concept of neighborhood emphasizes the notion of
shared activities, experiences, and values, common loyalities and
perspectives and human networks that persist over time. 5
This defi'nition stresses the sentimental aspect of the notion, neighborhood. This
is the most popularly accepted definition, yet the most elusive and most difficult to pin
down as a physical entity. One may question whether there is any mechansim to find
the boundaries of this psychological construct. Perhaps it has no counterpart in reality.
Park, a member of the Chicago School, a group of sociologists who explored this notion
in the early part of this century, claimed that only unique portions of the modern city
are truly neighborhoods. according to this concept. 6 All the rest of the city then, must
be defined by some other concept.
Wirth, a student of Park, attributed "the superficiality, anonymity, and the transitory
character of urban social relationships" to the loss of neighborhoods and neighborhood
Oki I @
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ties.7 These in turn he believed resulted from the increasing heterogeneity and mobility
of the people living in the modern, industrial city.
R. D. McKenzie observed that, while the cohesive neighborhood generally connotes
support and mutual concern among neighbors, it may have its origin in social ills.
Racial prejudice, national clannishness, and class conflict, all
function as social forces to give the city neighborhood what self-
consciousness or solidarity it may possess. 8
Gerald Suttles also noted that the "defended neighborhood" gains an identity and cohesion
to protect itself from ouIsIders. These types of neighborhoods are often associated with
corner gangs and vigilante groups.
More current scholars have continued the work of the Chicago human ecologists. 10
Surveys and studies have been conducted to determine the level of neighboring in a
geographic area and to determine the number of friends a person has in his neighborhood. 11
These types of studies are based on the premise that neighborhoods as units of social inter-
action do still exist and may be located.
A romanticized view of the neighborhood as a place that fosters friendships and pro-
vides psychological support has carried over into novels. In Mario Puzo's description
of an Italian family in New York, he writes:
... Santa .ucia... prepared to leave her empty flat escaping the
choking summer heat, to spend her evening with neighbors in
quarreling gossip, and most of all, to guard her children playing
in the darkness of the city streets... the street was a mi gting place
and summer was a time when neighbors became friends.
In their study of rehousing former slum residents, R. H. Morris and John Mogey also
noted that "The neighborhood is often expected to be a haven from a hostile world, a
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place where the family seeks refuge and strength among its own kind. "13
The socializing role of the neighborhood, intrinsic to this definition, has been shown
to have varying degrees of importance according to the sex, age, and family status of
each resident. Small children with limited mobility find their first friends in the neighbor-
hood. The size of their world grows as they get older. The mother of a small child is
also closely tied to a limited geographic area. She is concerned that both she and her
children will become friends with people having values similar to her own. The elderly
also rely on the neighborhood as the focal point of their social life and as a resource for
their special needs. For the more mobile people and people working outside the neighbor-
hood, the neighborhood as a social unit has less importance. 14
According to Jane Jacobs, another important attribute of a "successful" city district
or neighborhood is that people feel safe on the streets. In a cohesive neighborhood
the sidewalk and street peace... is kept primarily by an intricate,
almost unconscious, network of voluntary controls and standards 3mong
the people themselves, and enforced by the people themselves.
Along with Jane Jacobs, R. D. McKenzie long before her underlined the importance of
population stability for the maintenance of a cohesive neighborhood. Large population
turnovers breakilown the social networks, control and committment required for a cohesive
neighborhood to exist. 16
In summary, the most critical aspects of this first definition of the neighborhood are
the sentiments and the behavior of the people living in the neighborhood. Neighborhoods
may be distinguished from each other and from "nonneighborhoods" by the level of co-
hesion and social interaction among residents..
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Homogeneous Neighborhoods
The second people-oriented definition of the neighborhood stresses homogeneity
in certain characteristics of the people living within a geographic district. There is none
of the sentimentality or cohesiveness characteristic of the first view of the neighborhood.
Homogeneity may lead to neighboring but social interaction is not crucial to a neighbor-
hood according to this second perspective.
This second view, was advocated by some in reaction to the more limited definitions
used by the Chicago School. The most important exponents of this view were Wendell
Bell and Eshref Shevky. The basis of their subareas which they called "social areas"
was an aggregation of census tracts containing people who are similar in economic status,
urbanism and ethnicity.17 Bell and Shevky
... view a social area as containing people with similar positions in the
larger society. The social area, however, is not bound by the geogra-
phical frame of reference as is the natural area, nor by implications con-
cerning the degree of interaction between persons in the local community
as is the subculture. [They] do claim, however, that the social area
generally contains persons having the some level of living, the same
way of life, and the same ethnic background, and [they] hypothesize
that persons living in a particular type of social area would system-
atically differ with respect to characteristic attitudes and behavior
from persons living in another type of social area. 18 (emphasis my own)
Unlike cohesive neighborhoods, the entire city may be divided into social areas.
We differ from their comment that social areas are not "bounded by a geographical
frame of reference. " The selection of census tracts as the unit of analysis gives the
definition a geographical basis. Social areas do not, however, have to be geographically
contiguous in that social areas representing the same type of people may be scattered
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throughout the city.
Social area analysis has been criticized for lacking a theoretical framework and for
assuming too great a homogeneity within census tracts in the development of the indices
of economic status, urbanism, and ethnicity. 19 The originators of this concept cited the
principal strengths in looking at the subunits of a city according to this framework as:
1) It is of descriptive value for sociologists, city planners, and others trying to get a
clear picture of the neighborhood pattern of a city; 2) It allows for comparative studies
of different cities at one point in time; 3) It allows for comparative studies of the same
city or subarea over time; 4) It may be used as a framework for other research (e.g.
choosing a survey sample).2
Absolute homogeneity rarely exists in reality, Many areas gain the reputation of
being homogeneous according to a particular characteristic of the population. In this
case, it is more the appearance of homogeneity rather than an absolute standard that
sets the definition for a homogeneous neighborhood. In line with this view, Gerald
Suttles noted that
residential groups gain their identity by their most apparent differences
from one another... Neither area need be homogeneous in the character-
istics or background of its residents, and studies which have emphasized
social homogeneity as the basis for neighborhood solidarity have seldom
shown much extreme homogeneity to exist... Residential identities, then,
are imbedded in a contrastive structure in which each neighborhood is
known primarily as a counterpart to some of the others, and relative
differences are probably more important than any single and widely shared
social characteristics...Community identification, then, can be
conceived of as a broad dialogue that gravitates toward collective
representations which have credance to both residents and non-
residents alike. 2 1
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This is an attack upon the assumption of homogeneity in Social Area Analysis. Instead,
the reputation of an area is built upon people's perceptions of it and their desire to be
associated with that geographic area or to differentiate themselves from it.
Herbert Gans documented the phenomencn of classifying the population of an entire
area according to a subjective stereotype of the area and its residents.
... the concept of the West End as a single neighborhood was foreign
to the West Enders themselves. Although the area had long been
known as the West End, the residents themselves divided it up into
many subareas, depending in part on the ethnic group which pre-
dominated, and in part on the extent to which the tenants in one
set of streets had reason or opportunity to use another... Until
the coming of redevelopment, only outsiders were likely to think
of the West End as a single neighborhood. After the redevelopment
was announced, the residents were drawn together by the common
danger, but, even so, the West End never became a cohesive
neighborhood. 22
All the residents of Boston's West End were here lumped together as living in a "slum"
neighborhood.
The stereotyping phenomenon may also occur in another way. An area which has a
special history or played a special role in the city at one time may retain its reputation
although the type of people who originally lived there and participated in the develop-
ment of the reputation are no longer numerous in the neighborhood. Many large citys'
Chinatowns or Little Italies are the neighborhoods that were once largely populated by
Chinese or Italian immigrants. Once these people begin to move out or later generations
begin to adopt the American culture, the areas generally maintain their identifying title
and image of homogeneity although populated by a different type of people.
Suburbs that are annexed to cities also often maintain a special, although not rele-
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vant, image of homogeneity as well as maintaining their original name long after annex-
ation, yielding neighborhoods with a historical identity. These historical neighborhoods
may no longer qualify as a neighborhood under any of the main definitions.
This second definition of neighborhood revolves around the characteristics of the
people living in the area, in particular, their economic status, their age or their ethnicity.
These are the characteristics which in turn largely determine people's needs and values.
1.3 HOUSING
When housing is used as the basis for the definition of a neighborhood, the area des-
cribed is often called a housing submarket. This is the type of definition most often used
by the economist. Although the concept of a housing submarket is operationalized by
realtors, lenders, and builders, it has received very little attention in the housing liter-
ature.
The formal definition of a housing submarket is
a physical area within which all dwelling units are
substitutatable; they are all in competition for a
purchaser through a price mechanism. 23
As we can see, there are two interrelated themes in this definition. The first one deals
with the housing structures themselves and the second deals with the people who choose
to live in the structure. We have divided our analysis of the literature on housing sub-
markets into this two-part scheme. We shall first discuss housing submarkets according
to structural characteristics and second look at occupancy characteristics.
29
Structural Housing Submarkets
The characteristics of the structure itself that are most important in defining a
neighborhood are its value or rent level, its type and size, and its quality. In the above
definition, it is primarily the price or rent level that is used to distinguish one housing
submarket from another. These are in-part a function of the other two parameters, size
and quality.
The concept ;f the housing submarket was developed in greatest detail by William
Grigsby. In Housing Markets and Public Policy, he developed a notion of submarkets to
serve as a framework within which to analyze how the housing market functioned. 24
Peterson, Solomon, et.al, in their discussion of how property tax policies differentially
affect different neighborh-oods, also chose housing submarkets as their framework. Their
choice was based on the fact that this is an "operational" definition of a neighborhood.
All characteristics which determine the market value
of a property are reflected in its price, e.g., age,
and type of structure, proximity to job location, and
quality of neighborhood services.. .there is a strong
relationship between relative market prices ON certain
socio-economic and land use characteristics.
Here, the price of the structure was used as the most critical element of housing. The
other structural characteristics as well as many occupancy characteristics were believed
to be reflected in the price of the unit.
Structural homogeneity also gives a neighborhood a visual unity. Often, many
houses of similar type and size are built at the some time by a single developer. The
most obvious example of this is the suburban tract development. In this instance, it is
I~~
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the similarity in structural type that gives a neighborhood its identity.
The final aspect of structural homogenityor a structural housing submarket is the
quality of the structure. This has two components. The first is the quality of the con-
struction of the structure. This generally depends on the income class for whom the
dwelling unit was intended. The second component of quality is the level of maintenance.
The level of maintenance is controlled by the owner of the structure and is determined
largely on the basis of his assessment of the viability of his housing investment.
The concept of maintenance will be developed in great detail when we discuss theories
of neighborhood change. in Chapter 4. Quality again gives a geographic area visual
unity. Quality and maintenance level are also reflected in the price of the unit as indi-
cated by Peterson, Solomon, et.al.
Occupancy Housing Submarkets
The link between people and their housing has received much more attention in the
literature dealing with neighborhoods than have housing characteristics per se. William
Girgsby noted
... the linkages among submarkets are, in reality, families.
The link distance between two submarkets is determined by
the proportion of families in the first submarket who would
react to a given change in the second submarket or vice
versa. 2 6
In a similar manner to housing units which are grouped according to price or rent levels,
the families to be associated with each submarket are classified according to age and sex
of head, income, race, family size, and the employment location of the head of the
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household. Families of each type according to these variables will associate themselves
with the specific submarket that meets their needs, preferences, and capabilities. 2 7
Housing value then determines who the occupants of structures can be. According to
R. D. McKenzie, neighborhoods may be ranked according to housing value and according
to who can afford to live in the houses.28
Richard Coleman also studiedthe stratification of population accdrding to housing
values. He found that
Kansas Citians looked upon address not only as evidence of
financial status but also as an important sign of a family's
status goals... Kansas Citians felt that neighborhood choice
indicated whether a family cared enough about status to
spend more money to buy a house in a desirable neighbor-
hood than would be required to purchase an equivalent
house in a less desircale neighborhood. 2 9
Besides being identifiable as socio-economically stratified, occupancy housing sub-
markets are also recognizable on the basis of population density and tenure. In the first
instance, certain neighborhoods may be distinguished from others by the intensity of the
use of the dwelling units. For example, an area may be noted for housing families in
units that are too small for them. This is commonly labeled "overcrowding." Over-
crowding is an important indicator of housing deprivation. 3 0 In the instance of tenure,
neighborhoods may be identified as rooming-house districts, rental districts, or owner-
occupied districts. Each of the three carries a commonly accepted value judgement.
Rooming house and rental areas are considered to be more transient and are believed to
house people with less stake and interest in the future of their neighborhood than areas
that contain predominantly owner-occupied housing.
-A
32
1.4 THE ENVIRONMENT
The third element according to which one may define a neighborhood is the environ-
ment. By environment, we primarily mean the visual and physical aspects of a residential
area. The physical environment, traditionally the domain of the city planner, is the basis
of two different ways of defining a neighborhood. These are the planned neighborhood
unit and the visual district.
Planned Neighborhood Units
This first environmental neighborhood definition is perhaps the most operationally
defined of all the definitions of a neighborhood that we shall study. A neighborhood unit
is a geographic area developed as a "neighborhood" in terms of the common use of neighbor-
hood facilities by the residents. The original neighborhood unit plans stressed efficiency
of design and convenience. Clarence Perry developed one of the earliest formulas for a
city neighborhood,
... such that when embodied in an actual development all its residents
will be taken care of as respects the following points: They will be
within convenient access to an elementary school, adequate common
play spaces, and retail shoppir districts. Furthermore, their dis-
trict will enjoy a distinctive character, because of qualities per-
taining visibly to its terrain and structure...31
Perry's view of how a neighborhood should be planned had its origin in housing theory.
He felt that housing had a longer life span than its surrounding environment and as the
environment began to decline in desirability, the housing dropped in value much more
quickly than it should. He concluded that energy must be put into planning for a better
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neighborhood environment.32 More recently, planned neighborhoods have been a principal
feature in American new towns. This is vividly the case in Columbia, Maryland and Reston,
Virginia.
In addition to their concerns for providing the advantages of a well planned physical
environment, the proponents of the neighborhood unit wanted to build provisions for
social interaction and harmony into their plans. In a similar manner to the members of
the Chicago School, this group of scholars were concerned about the social disruption
resulting from industrialization and the growth of the city. Rather than searching for
neighborhoods within the city, as did members of the Chicago School they chose to act
on their concerns and plan new neighborhoods which would not exhibit the same physical
and social evils that were destroying the urban neighborhoods. Lawrence Susskind recently
noted, however, that "the neighborhood unit is not the locus of informal relations it was
supposed to be.33 This may in part be attributed to the large size of the neighborhood unit
and the large amounts of commuting required by many of the residents. of planned neighbor-
34hoods..
Many of the critics of the neighborhood unit attacked its advocates on their weak
development of the theory's social parameters.35 The most outspoken critic was Reginald
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Isaacs who viewed this as a scheme to insure racial and class segregation. The plans for
neighborhood units were generally geared to homogeneity of income. This was based on
the desire to increase social interaction and to maintain stability.
The neighborhood unit was also criticized because it represents "nostalgia for the
rural village," Some scholars doubt the underlying belief of the advocates of the neighbor-
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hood unit, that a static, homogeneous, and socially cohesive unit characteristic of more
rural areas could even be reproduced in the modern heterogeneous urban area. Reginald
Isaacs claimed that this was
... a fruitless attempt to make static residential areas in the
midst of mobile and dynamic cities; and worse-as an instru-
ment of racial, ethnic, social, and economic segregation. 38
Suzanne Keller also addressed this issue.
Only where local areas are also isolated geographically or
culturally can the neighborhood unit assume the social signi-
ficance originally anticipated... They are increasingly drawn
in and thus defined, by the shape and structure of the larger
urban framework to which they belong. Their erstwhile autonomy
is perhaps still visible in the more deprived areas of cities, areas
cut off from the main currents of economic opportunity and cultural
variety. 39
The most critical element in the neighborhood unit as a definition of neighborhood is
the physical environment. This may be called a "bricks and mortar" approach to the con-
cept of neighborhood. It is assumed that an adecuate physical environment will prevent
many of the problems of contemporary urban life. Secondary importance is placed on the
social environment and on the people who live in the neighborhood unit. The physical
plan is expected to instill feelings of cohsiveness and neighborliness in those living in
the neighborhood unit. Finally, the housing in the neighborhood unit is generally geared
to a homogeneous market. It is this element of the physical environment which to a large
extent dictates who the residents will be and as a result is expected to spur feelings of
closeness and intimacy.
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Visual Neighborhoods.
The final neighborhood definition is that based on an observer's visual impression of
how the city breaks down into subareas or neighborhoods. The most important environmental
elements which contribute to the spatial differentiation of subareas are what Kevin Lynch
labelled as: paths, edges, districts, nodes, and landmarks. These may serve as visual
boundaries between two neighborhoods or may serve as ways to distinguish between two
different neighborhoods. For example, a park both visually and physically divides areas
from each other. A sharp break from high rise construction to single family homes is
another visual indication of a change from one neighborhood to another. Zoning laws
often reinforce visual continuity within an area and help to differentiate neighborhoods.
William Sims and Richard Warthen recently employed Kevin Lynch's concepts to
locate neighborhoods to serve as planning districts in Columbus, Ohio. They operationalized
paths, edges, and districts and then selected a set of elements for analysis. These ele-
ments were: togopraphy, streams and water bodies, vegetation, railroads, highways and
freeways, major streets, undeveloped land, and land use. 4 1 These authors were most
concerned with the "process of neighborhood concept formation" in their search for the
neighborhoods of Columbus. 4 2
The neighborhood defined as a visual district is dependent entirely on people's per-
ceptions of their environment. We are not here concerned with people's behavior in their
environment, just how they perceive it and divide it into districts on the basis of their
visual impressions.
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1.5 SUMMARY
We have just looked at six different sets of neighborhood definitions, each illus-
trating a different perspective. The first two, the cohesive neighborhood and the homo-
geneous neighborhood, both primarily revolved around the people living in the neighborhood.
The third and fourth definitions were based on the structure and type of occupancy of the
housing in a geographic area. The last two definitions placed greatest emphasis on the
physical environment. These two types of neighborhood definitions under this category
were the neighborhood planning unit, and the visual district.
Each set of definitions placed prime enphasis on one of our three neighborhood ele-
ments, people, housing, or the environment. However, in almost every case, the two
less important elements were still called upon to play a secondary role.
So far, we have set up a framework within which one may categorize and contrast
neighborhood definitions and we have looked at a diverse group of definitions that have
appeared in the literature of many different disciplines. The task of our next chapter
is to whittle this large amount of information down into operational form. We must
extract the key criteria from each definition so that we may locate neighborhoods in keep-
ing with each definition and then determine whether they each circumscribe similar or
divergent spatial units.
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Chapter 2: Operationalizing the Six Neighborhood Definitions
As we saw in Chapter 1, there are many different interpretations of what constitutes
a neighborhood. We have studied six different sets of neighborhood definitions, each
emphasizing a different aspect of the neighborhood. For these definitions to be useful to
those actors who must rely on a notion of neighborhood, they must be made operational.
Unfortunately, very little of the neighborhood literature includes a set of criteria for
actually identifying neighborhood boundaries. In this chapter, we shall return to the
framework established in the first chapter and extract from each definition those criteria
according to which one may identify a neighborhood or according to which one may differ-
entiate one neighborhood from another.
In this chapter, we shall be as rigorous as possible in setting out the characteristics
of each type of neighborhood, the data required for locating each type of neighborhood
and the methodology to be used in carrying out the investigation.
2.1 PEOPLE
Our first two definitions both revolve around the role people play in giving their
neighborhood an Identity. The behavior and characteristics of the occupants are most
critical in establishing the unique Identityof a neighborhood and in locating the boundaries
of a neighborhood under these first two concepts of neighborhood.
Cohesive Neighborhoods
The cohesive neighborhood has the largest number of interpretations and is also the
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most elusive of our neighborhood definitions. In essence, it is people's behavior, values,
and perceptions of eachotherthat form the basis for this definition.
We shall focus on three different methods of determining the bounds of social interaction,
an activity intrinsic to a cohesive neighborhood. The first was suggested by Ruth Glass,
the second by S. Riemer and Frank L. Sweetzer.and the third by Herbert Gans. According
to the first, a set of indices is required which "reflect the concentration of primary social
activities and social contacts within the area of a distinct territorial group. "I Ms. Glass's
method places an emphasis on the territorial component of the definition. She suggested
overlaying the catchment area maps for such relevant neighborhood institutions as schools
and clubs "to establish the existence and degree of concentration or dispersal of the essen-
tial andorganized social activities. 2 To further establish the concentration of social
contacts within a geographic area, she suggested charting the use patterns of local in-
stitutions to determine the geographic extent of use.
The second method, that used by Riemer and Sweetzer, focuses on less formal social relation-
ships and interactions. They undertook interviews which probed for the geographic
distribution of the respondants' acquaintances, friends and neighboring activities. The
results of their findings were what Riemer labeled "contact clusters" and what Sweetzer
called "personal neighborhoods. "3
Although not his primary intent, in his study of Boston's West End, Herbert Gans
learned to identify the bounds of different cohesive neighborhoods within the larger boun-
daries of the West End. He relied upon a sociological and anthropological method of
investigation known as participant observation. In his case, Gans lived in the West End
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for a long period of time, and met many residents. During the course of his investigation,
he became familiar with people's activities and social networks. 4
The following is a summary of the alternative methods for identifying cohesive neighbor-
hoods.
Identifying Characteristics
1. Concentration of social
activities
2. Social networks
Required Data
1. Use patterns of
local institutions.
2. a. Neighboring
patterns
b. Areal distri-
bution of friends
and acquaintances
Source of Data
1. a. Catchment area
map
b. Survey of use
patterns
c. Interview
d. Participant
observation
2. a. Interviews
Participant observation
b. Interviews
Participant observation
Although these are all potential methods for locating a cohesive neighborhood, they
may all define neighborhoods of different sizes. The catchment areas for school districts
and clubs are larger than a network of social interaction. In addition, if one assumes
that an elementary school district or a church parish determines the bounds of a cohesive
neighborhood, then every part of the city falls within the bounds of a cohesive neighbor-
hood. Each of these districts, however, may not contain people who interact with each
other regularly or who unanimously share common institutions. The boundaries found from
the above proxy indicators of cohesive neighborhoods, may, rather point to potential
nucleii of social interaction, some of which are cohesive neighborhoods and some of
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which are not.
Homogeneous Neighborhood
Homogeneity of population may be defined in terms of such variables as socio-economic
status,ethnicity or age distribution. The boundaries of such a neighborhood depend on the
parameter or set of parameters used as the basis for the analysis. Grossly, the boundary
is where a group, based on the selected criteria ends. It is, however, rare that an area
is truly homogeneous or that there are very sharp breaks between areas. More likely, an
area is viewed as homogeneous by the outside world.
Bell and Shevky developed an operational definition for homogeneous neighborhoods
based on commonly agreed upon geographic units. 5 Their social area is an aggregation
of census tracts with homogeneity in three indices, social class, familism, and ethnicity.
The boundary lines used are the boundary lines of the aggregation of homogenous census
tracts. The size of a social area depends on the size of the tracts and the number of tracts
in the aggregation. Individuals living in a particular social area would be expected to
exhibit similar types of behavior.
Bell and Shevky developed their indices based on the 1940 Census. The demographic
trends that were dominant in the 1940's no longer have the same significance in the 1970's.
For example, twelth grade is now a better break-off point than eighth grade in establishing
the education index. The male blue-collar population is more relevant than the entire
blue-collar population in the occupation ratio because lower socio-economic women are often
white collar clerical workers.6 The urbanism-familism index composed of a fertility ratio,
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percent women in the work force, and percent single family homes, had greater validity
during the rapid suburbanization of the 194 0's and 1950's than it currently has. Finally,
the inclusion of European foreign born in the ethnicity index is also out of date. Today,
depending on the city, an index of Spanish-speaking or Black residents would be more
useful. More recently socio-economic indices based on the median income, educational
attainment and occupational status of a tract relative to the city or standard metropolitan
statistical area (SMSA) have been developed to more clearly reflect the current notion
of social class.
Indices built on census tracts are not necessarily valid. Census tracts cannot be assumed
to be homogeneous. As Hawley and Duncan pointed out in their critique of Social Area
Analysis, a social area with 25 percent negro population would be considered a segregated
social area yet it is not homogeneous. The white and non-white populations may differ
greatly among other variables. 7 They added
Other data could readily be adduced for the argument
that social areas at best, comprise populations that are
homogeneous only in a relative sense and to only a
moderate degree, even though paterns of areal differ-
entiation, may stand out clearly.
Census data was first published at the tract level for Boston in 1950. When tracts
are originally established one important guideline to be followed is:
Census tracts should contain, as for as practicable people
of similar racial or national characteristics of similar
economic status and with similar housing. 9
However, the overriding rule is that tracts should be comparable over time and that the
boundaries should remain the same, even if the initial homogeneity has vanished. 10 It is
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therefore no longer safe to assume that the 1970 census tracts are homogeneous. In addi-
tion, the above quotation is the most explicit statement in the Census Tract Manual as
to how to determine homogeneous areas. Bringing the exact level of initial homogeneity
into question.
Locating finer-grained homogeneous neighborhoods is very difficult with existing
demographic data. A working definition of homogeneity has not been carefully pursued
in the literature. Kenneth Suchan undertook a study of heterogeneity in residential
neighborhoods. In his study, if a census tract resembles the distribution of the metro-
politan area according to a selected set of demographic variables it was considered hetero-
geneous. He found very few heterogeneous tracts according to these guidelines. I
Drawing from Suchan's study and from Bell and Skevky's definition of a segregated
social area, 1 we may define a homogeneous census tract as one exceeding the city's
distribution on a category of a particular variable. This measure provides data on a
neighborhood that may be perceived as homogeneous or one that is homogeneous on a
relative scheme, The formula to be followed in this analysis is:
Tract X is homoegneous on variable C if:
%Cx %C + 10%XBoston
Absolute homogeneity or complete uniformity on any characteristic is quite rare in
most urban areas. For this reason, we shall arbitrarily select 51 percent or a majority of
the population as the cut off for an absolutely homogeneous neighborhood.
The following chart is a summary of the various techniques for locating a homogeneous
neighborhood.
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Identifying Characteristics Required Data Source of Data
1. Social Area 1. Tract Census Distributions 1. Published
a. Education, Occupation census data
a. Socio-Economic Index b. Children under 5, at city, tract
b. Familism-Urbanism Index Women over 14, Women and block
c. Segregation Index in the labor force, levels.
d. Other demographic Single family homes
characteristics c. Negro, Foreign born
d. Distribution of demogra-
phic data on city and
census tract level
The size of the enclave whose existence constitutes a homogeneous neighborhood may
vary widely. The level of aggregation of the data being used to locate a homogeneous
neighborhood, however, dictates a minimum size for the neighborhood that can be located.
For example, the smallest homogeneous neighborhood that can be located using census
data is the tract. The block level census contains very little information on population
characteristics, This is to maintain confidentiality. Only the number of non-white resi-
dents is given in this data base. As noted above, a tract need not be homogeneous. A
tract may in reality contain several smaller homogeneous neighborhoods, but this is not
discernable from the available data. A homogeneous neighborhood may alternatively
straddle tract boundaries, and thus not be identifiable. Finally, a homogeneous neighbor-
hood need not necessarily exist or be too small to serve the needs of those analyzing
neighborhoods.
The indices based on aggregations of tracts carry the assumption that the entire city
may be sliced into relatively homogeneous subareas. Other criteria for homogeneity
limit the analyst to distinct noncontiguous subareas that contain a homogeneous population.
r.
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These subareas need not cover the entire city, but may only constitute scattered clusters
of similar people. Finally the analyst must establish a minimum size for a homogeneous
neighborhood, in order to avoid locating meaningless neighborhoods containing just one
or two similar people. If he selects an area that is too large, he will not find homogeneity.
The question of the correct minimum size for a homogeneous neighborhood necessary for
this to be a meaningful concept requires further investigation.
2.2 HOUSING
The next two definitions have housing as their identifying element. Housing may be
studied according to two broad categories, the characteristics of the housing and the way
in which the housing is used.
Structural Housing Submarkets
As noted in the first chapter, the characteristics most important in defining a structur-
ally homogeneous submarket are value or rent level, structure size and type and structure
quality. The boundaries that cut one submarket off from another are not clear breaks, but
instead as William Grigsby pointed out, submarkets are on a continuum with one submarket
flowing into the next. 13
The most commonly used measure for locating housing submarkets is the price or rent
level. Three different data bases may be used to locate this type of neighborhood. The
first is the tract and block level census, the second is published data on sales of structures,
and the third is the professional opinion of realtors, assessors, and lenders. We shall now
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briefly discuss each of these three sources of property value data in turn.
As in the case of the homogeneous neighborhood, a reliance on census tracts limits
the analysis to a subarea defined in the past and according to very inexplicit guidelines.
Each census tract contains agradient of prices. Using the median value or median rent may
blur the possible existence of several submarkets contained within a tract or submarkets
which straddle more than one tract. Although the sample size is small, value and rent
data are available at the block level allowing for more fine-grained subdivisions. The
second problem in using census data is that value figures are based on the value the owner
places on his structure rather than that dictated by the market.
Richard Coleman developed a seven level categorization of housing based on how
residents perceive the status of housing. The purpose of his index was "to look at the
total range of housing, from worst to best through the eyes of the Boston public, so that
definitions of housing levels can be drawn which reflect the lay citizen's view of the
matter. 4 Coleman then operationalized these seven levels of housing status by defining
each in terms of a rent and value range that may in turn be found in the decennial census.
The data required to apply this typology is available at both the block level and the
tract level. Appendix A contains a detailed description of Coleman's categories of
housing.
Data on sales in Massachusetts are available from several sources: the Registry of
the Deeds and two published sources, Banker and Tradesman and Appraiser's Weekly.
Going through any of these sources is a very tedious task. It is also very difficult to
determine the size of the structure that was sold, thus limiting the comparability among
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the recorded sales. Because houses do not turn over quickly, the sample size in a given
year may be unrepresentative of the housing stock in the submarket. The primary worth of
this source of data is in the flexibility it allows the analyst. It provides the market value
and the exact address of the structure that was sold, allowing the analyst to locate sub-
market boundaries according to the value of comparable types of structures. Determining
comparability of structures requires a field investigation. The analyst is nothowever, re-
stricted to predefined subareas as in the case of census tracts.
Real estate professionals have considerable knowledge of the housing submarkets with-
in which they conduct business and can provide information on the bounds of submarkets.
Generally the evaluations of realtors are not based on a published data series but on first-
hand knowledge and intuition.
The other three structural components, unit size, structure type and quality, may also
be used to define structural housing submarkets. These variables are generally highly
correlated with value and rent level because unitsizer structure type and quality are three
elements that enter into the market value of a housing unit or the rent level of a rental
unit. These components may also serve as clues for visually picking out housing submarkets
which may later be confirmed with value statistics or vice versa.
In each case, the question of homogeneity must be tackled. We suggest the same criteria
as used for homogeneous neighborhoods. Alternately, one may turn to aggregations of
homogeneous census blocks, based on a more strict measure of homogeneity, such as eighty
percent. There would be less variability at this scale than.at the tract scale,
The information required for locating a structural housing submarket may be summarized
ilm dMi
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as follows:
Identifying Characteristics Required Data Source of Data
1. Value or Rent Level 1. Value or rent level 1. Census-block and tract level
Purchase price Registry of Deeds,
Banker and Tradesman,
Appraisor's Weekly
Real Estate professionals
2. Type of Structure 2. Number of Units 2. Census tract level data
3. Size of Unit 3. Number of rooms 3. Census tract level data
4. Quality of Structure 4. a. Structural defects 4. a. Wind shield survey
b. Adequacy of systems List of filed housing
complaints and code
violations
b. Census tract data-plumbing,
heating
Once again, a distinction must be made between determining the actual size of housing
submarkets and the size dictated by existing data. The size of the housing submarket may
depend on such factors as zoning, the way in which an area was developed, and demographic
and economic trends. The exact size of a housing submarket may not necessarily be de-
termined from tract level census. When using block level data, the size of the neighbor-
hood depends on the number of contiguous homogeneous blocks. The scarcity of data on
comparable sales, and the subjectivity and variation in people's perceptions of real estate
values and trends also add to the ambiguity involved in accurately determining the boundaries
of a structural housing submarket.
-9
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Occupancy Housing Submarkets
The defining characteristics of an occupancy housing submarket or a neighborhood
classified according to the way in which its housing is used are: tenure and intensity of
use. The primary source of data for both variables is the tract level census of housing
characteristics. The most clear-cut neighborhood boundaries are those identified with
submarkets divided along tenure lines. The other variable, overcrowding, generally does
not exist in sufficiently large aggregations to clearly define a submarket. However, when
taken in combination with other population characteristics, it does provide very important
information for neighborhood planning.
Some districts in a city contain primarily rental properties and others primarily owner-
occupied structures. This may be a result of such factors as market demand, availability
and cost of land, and zoning ordinances. In many urban areas, there are also additional
forms of tenure: rooming houses, dormitories and nursing homes. Rental versus owner-
occupied districts may be identified using tract and block level census data. The other
forms of tenure are classified in the census as " group quarters. " Along with providing
housing market information, knowledge of the tenure of the housing in an area gives some
information about the occupants and their needs. Renters are most often single person
households, couples without children, elderly people, and low-income people. The resi-
dents of rental areas are often considered to be transient and less committed to safe-
guarding the future of the neighborhood.
A unit is overcrowded when there is more than one person per room. Overcrowding
is generally considered a health hazard. This is one of the factors that Is taken into account
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in selecting Urban Renewal areas. An area may be overcrowded because it contains very
small units. These may have originally been larger units that have been subdivided.
Overcrowded areas may also contain large families who do not have adequate income for
sufficiently large units. Overcrowding information is again provided in the tract level
census. The nature of the overcrowding may be documented by investigating the size of
units and the size of families in the area.
Neighborhood boundaries based on occupancy characteristics are again dependent on
a notion of homogeneity. In the case of tenure, 51 percent rental (or owner-occupied)
is the cut-off point to be applied. In Boston, any larger proportion would result in nearly
all rental submarkets, thus ignoring the few nucleii of owner occupancy remaining. In addi-
tion, often one structure will contain three or more rental units. Owner occupied structures
contain at most three other units. Therefore, 51 percent owner occupied units would
generally refer to a larger number of owner occupied structures than rental structures.
In the case of overcrowding, a proportion larger than that for the city as a whole would
provide information that would help categorize a submarket and its special needs. Rarely
will a whole census tract be overcrowded.
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The occupancy housing submarket may be located in the following ways:
Identifying Characteristics
1. Uniformity of Tenure
2. Intensity of Use
Required Data
1. Aggregations of rental,
owner-occupied, and
rooming house properties
2. a. Number of people per
room
1. Number of rooms
2. Size of household
b. Number of subdivisions
c. Density - number of unil
per acre.
Source of Data
1. Tract and block level
census data
Zoning map
Windshield survey
3. a. 1. Tract level census
data
2. Interviews
b. Building permits
s c. Sanborne maps
Once again the size of the observable submarket is strongly tied to census tract
boundaries and analysis must be carried out within these limitations. Field work and
observation would be useful to gain a more clear understanding of the finer-grained aggre-
gations of similarly occupied housing. Construction permits provide data on areas that have
undergone large amounts of conversion and thus provide a clue to the exact location of
overcrowded.housing.
2.3 ENVIRONMENT
The final set of neighborhoods are those that are defined according to features of
the physical environment. Neighborhood boundaries based on environmental factors are
more fixed over time than those based on people and housing which themselves change
with time thus causing a fluctuation in boundaries. The neighborhood definitions based
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on the environment are then the least difficult to operationalize. They also reflect the
exact size of the neighborhood more clearly because the identifying data does not come
from the census but from plans, and direct observations.
Planned Neighborhood Units
Boundaries are a critical element in a planned neighborhood because it is the boun-
daries that determine the size and shape of the area in which the various components of
the neighborhood must be planned. In Perry's early plans, he stressed the importance of
the residents' being a convenient distance from such facilities as schools, play space and
shopping. This dictates a minimum and a maximum size for a neighborhood. There must
be enough people to support an elementary school or shopping district. Perry also wanted
to limit vehicular traffic and to encourage people to walk to their required destinations,
thus putting a limit on the outer. boundary of the neighborhood unit.
Unlike the previous definitions, the theory behind a planned neighborhood dictates
the operational definition. Both the size and the boundaries of the neighborhood are part
of the theoretical definition. The boundaries of a planned neighborhood should be obvious
both from the written plan and from the physical layout of the neighborhood. Often to
reinforce the neighborhood's identity, the neighborhood will be surrounded by a physical
obstruction, generally a highway or major street.
The straightforward methodology for locating a planned neighborhood is as follows:
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Identifying Characteristics Required Data Source of Data
1. Planned Neighborhood 1. a. Piysical and 1. a. Plan
(Neighborhood Unit) visual boundaries Field Observations
b. Size b. Plan
Field Observations
Visual Neighborhoods
Many neighborhood scholars believe that the physical environment is the underlying
determinant of the boundaries for neighborhoods under all definitions. The principal boun-
daries of a visual neighborhood are paths and edges. 15 William Sims and Richard Warthen
operationalized Lynch's vocabulary to locate neighborhoods in Columbus, Ohio. The
elements of the physical environment that differentiated one neighborhood from another
in their study were topography, streams and bodies of water, vegetation, railroads, high-
ways and freeways, major streets, undeveloped land and land use. People were interviewed
to determine how they perceived the boundaries of their neighborhood. Sim's and Warthen's
findings were that people relied heavily on features of the physical environment to differ-
entiate one neighborhood from another and they tended to "ignore subtle edges and to
push their neighborhood boundaries outward until they encountered a really significant
edge element. "16 From this, one may conclude that the size of a neighborhood is dic-
tated by the existence of and people's exposure to a "significant edge element" like a
river, a highway, a major street, or a park.
Below is the methodology for locating a visual neighborhood as recommended by
Sims and Warthen. 17
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Identifying Characteristic Required Data Source of Data
1. Visual Unity 1. a. Location of edges 1. a. 1. Aerial Photograph
and paths 2. Detailed map
b. Areas of homogeneity 3. Traffic surveys
of land use b. 1. Aerial photograph
c. People's perceptionof 2. Land use map
neighborhood boundaries c. Interview
and unity
2.4 SUMMARY
Three distinct techniques for actually locating neighborhood boundaries emerged
from the above discussion. These cut across all definitions and have varying levels of
utility for locating neighborhood boundaries under each definition. The techniques are:
interviewing, using published figures, and making direct observations. Through interviews
and survey techniques, one may gather information on people's neighboring and mobility
patterns, values, criteria for selecting a neighborhood, their feelings about their own
neighborhood and its identity vis a vis its surrounding areas, and their visual image of their
neighborhood. A survey may also yield useful information about the respondant and his
home. In particular one may learn: his age, sex, income, employment level, education
level, and the value, size, tenure and quality of his home. This provides information use-
ful in locating neighborhoods under each definition and the major way to study the cohesive
neighborhood.
The most important source of published data is the decennial census. At the tract level
one may extract detailed information on the characteristics of the population and their
housing. This is the basis for Social Area Analysis and an important source of information
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for studying housing submarkets. Census data, however, defines neighborhood boundaries
that may not reflect the true size and shape of the neighborhood being analyzed. There
are also publications containing data on housing sales, which may also be useful.
Finally, through direct observations, one may actually look for differences among
areas and the boundaries between areas. Some of the features one may look for are:
housing quality, race of residents, amount of interaction among residents, amount of out-
door activity, condition and cleanliness of streets and sidewalks, quality of merchandise
in stores, types and location of institutions, and the location of physical obstacles or
edge elements.
We now have a theoretical framework for six different neighborhood definitions and
a set of techniques useful for locating neighborhoods under each definition. In Chapter
3, we shall use many of the operational definitions established in this chapter to locate
neighborhoods in our study area, Jamaica Plain and to evaluate the various techniques
and data bases available to a neighborhood analyst.
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Chapter 3: A Case Study of a Neighborhood: Jamaica Plain
In Chapter 2, a set of alternative methods for locating neighborhood boundaries was
developed. In this chapter, we shall apply many of these methods to the Jamaica Plain
section of Boston to: first, determine whether or not neighborhood boundaries differ accord-
ing to the emphasis placed on each of the different elements of a neighborhood and second,
to determine which of the operational criteria one may easily use and which in practice
are more difficult to apply.
We shall first briefly describe the reason Jamaica Plain was selected as the case
study area. The history of Jamaica Plain and the way in which the area was orginally
settled will serve as a backdrop for the subsequent application of the neighborhood defin-
itions to Jamaica Plain. The data used in applying the various definitions will be presented
on charts and the boundary lines that emerge from each definition will be plotted on maps.
From this, we will be in a position to determine whether a difference in neighborhood
definition yields a different geographic area. Following this, will be a discussion of the
problems encountered in conducting the analysis.
3.1 BACKGROUND OF JAMAICA PLAIN
Boston has the reputation of being a city of neighborhoods. As Langley Keyes observed,
Despite her age and relatively small size, Boston is not a geographically
or historically integrated community: she grew during the nineteenth
century by annexing independent towns on her borders, towns that
kept their original names and, often, their sense of separate identity.
These geographic divisions are heightened by the ethnic parochialism
which characterizes Boston's social system.
62
Some of the Boston neighborhoods are: Roxbury, Dorchester, the South End, Charlestown,
and Jamaica Plain (see map 3. 1).
Many of the other older cities such as Chicago, New York and Philadelphia also
have a variety of ethnic neighborhoods and annexed towns each with an identity of its
own. The newer, more sprawling cities of the midwest and west, though more homogeneous
than the port of entry cities, did grow through the annexation of towns and developments,
each of which generally maintained its original name and sense of identity. Sims and
Warthen found this to be the case in Columbus, Ohio as did Richard Coleman in Kansas
City. 2
Selection of Case Study Area
In selecting the neighborhood of Boston to be used in this case study, we intentionally
avoided three extreme cases: first, a clearly ethnically homogeneous enclave; a geograph;'
ically isolated subdivision; and third, a highly unstable transitional neighborhood. In-
stead, we chose a recognized Boston neighborhood, which is not clearly defined by its
image or reputation, or by a casual first impression.
In the first case, we avoided the Black ghetto neighborhoods which exist in most
northeastern cities. These neighborhoods are generally a result of discrimination in both
the housing market and the job market. In the case of Boston, this eliminated Roxbury,
and North Dorchester from the analysis. We also avoided other ethnic enclaves like
Irish Charlestown and the Italian North End. These represent a very special situation where
people of a common background have chosen to remain in a defined geographic area. All
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of these neighborhoods have a clearly dominant culture and largely self-contained social
life. In addition, Charlestown is geographically set off from the rest of Boston, further
reinforcing its unique identity. Although ethnically homogeneous neighborhoods have
their own stratification systems and internal differentiation, 3 we preferred to analyze a
less obviously defined enclave. A study of an ethnically defined area would also require
delving into the culture and background of that group. This is a study of neighborhoods,
not a study of the specific case of the ethnic neighborhood.
At the other extreme we avoided the transitional neighborhood whose population,
housing values, and institutional network are obviously in flux. In this type of neighbor-
hood, neighborhood boundaries are highly unstable and all the characteristics of a neighbor-
hood are constantly changing. In Boston, this eliminated the South End, an old, low-income
area, recently "rediscovered" by young professionals. Neighborhoods with large numbers
of students were also avoided because of the transient nature of the student population. In
these cases, the identifying characteristics of a neighborhood are changing too rapidly to
be analyzed with existing data.
Each of these types of neighborhoods would make very interesting case studies of
particular types of neighborhoods recognizable in most large cities. We, however, chose
as our study area, a less apparently defined and more stable neighborhood. Jamaica Plain
does not have a commonly known image nor is it experiencing drastic and highly publicized
changes. Jamiaca Plain, like many other areas requires some digging to be understood.
We cannot definitively say that Jamaica Plain is typical of urban area!but the findings
that emerge from this case study will at least open up some questions as to what is meant
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by a neighborhood and what constitutes neighborhood change. Our findings will also
provide a basis for developing a methodology for locating neighborhoods suited to the
purpose of a particular investigator.
The History of Jamaica Plain
Jamaica Plain is located in the west-central section of Boston (see map 3. 1). It
was originally part of the town of West Roxbury until it was annexed by the city of Boston
in the lost ninteenth century. Unlike many of the other neighborhoods of Boston, Jamaica
Plain was not a separate municipality before annexation. This has contributed to the
ambiguity that has arisen over the years as to the actual boundaries of Jamaica Plain.
Jamaica Plain was originally settled as an area of large estates and farms. In 1826,
a railroad crossing was built through Jamaica Plain, followed shortly by the Forest Hills
elevated trolley line. (see map 3.2). These two developments had a large influence on
the future development of the area sandwitched between them. Because of these transpor-
tation links, because of Jamaica Plain's supply of fresh water from Jamaica Pond, and be-
cause of its supply of water power from Stoney Brook, Jamaica Plain attracted industrial
development, especially breweries and machine manufacturing plants. Housing for the
workers was built in this area and many Germans settled here to work in the breweries.
Many of these factories have since closed, but their influence is still felt as a blighting
force. With the loss of the industries, many of the skilled and unskilled workers also
left to find housing and work elsewhere. Their houses were turned over to people of a
lower socio-economic group.
Jamaica Plain
Historical Features
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The remaining sections of Jamaica Plain were settled as a middle-income residential
area stretching out along the Arborwaytrolley line. Some remants of the original estates
remain in the southwestern section of Jamaica Plain. Traditionally, the attraction for
settling in Jamaica Plain have been the easy access to downtown Boston and the band of
parks and open space which surround most of the neighborhood.
3.2 AN APPLICATION OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD DEFINITIONS TO JAMAICA PLAIN
We shall now apply each neighborhood definition to Jamaica Plain to determine the ways
in which Jamaica Plain qualifies as a neighborhood.
Cohesive Neighborhoods
In the first chapter, the cohesive neighborhood was described as a geographic area
in which the residents had strong social ties to each other and a committment to the area.
The residents of a cohesive neighborhood were portrayed at the extreme as sharing con-
fidences and providing mutual support. At their least they shared common institutions
and facilities.
The most powerful methods described in Chapter 2 for locating a cohesive neighbor-
hood were interviews with residents and participant observation. Both of theseare quite
labor intensive and require a longer time frame than was available for this study. We
were thbrefore forced to rely on proxies that provide clues to the existence of cohesive
neighborhoods but may not be considered definitive evidence. The proxies used in this
study are: interviews with people knowledgeable about the community, plotting the
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location of local institutions, and a visual survey of the commercial facilities. These all
may provide information on the degree of concentration of residents' social activities.
Several informants identified Jamaica Plain as an aggregation of smaller subneighbor-
hoods, some of which are organized around neighborhood associations or clubs.5 Each of
these subneighborhoods also has a name which helps reinforce a sense of local identity.
The people living in these subareas were identified as generally knowing their neighbors
and sharing common interests. Residents are believed to identify more with their subarea
than with Jamaica Plain as a whole (map 3.3). These are probably larger than a cohesive
neighborhood that is defined as the locus of people's regular social interactions.
Locating these subneighborhoods has been particularly useful to those operating the
Jamaica Plain Little City Hall, to community organizers, and to local realtors in that
each subneighborhood contains a separate interest group with particular housing needs.
The informants who identified the subneighborhoods did not use any specific analytical
skills. They instead relied on their own experiences and their knowledge of the people
living in the area.
Borrowing from Ruth Glass's methodology, described in the previous chapter, we
compiled a map of the public school districts and the parishes of the Catholic churches in
the area, (see maps 3.4 and 3.5). We also conducted a field survey of the types of
commercial facilities in Jamaica Plain to determine their potential users (see map 3.6).
In some instances the elementary school facility or a church serve as the focal
point for an area's social life. This is often the case when there is a strong PTA or when
the facility itself is used for such community activities as bingo, rummage sales, or community
Jamaica Plain
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meetings and entertainment. The tie to a church may be even stronger than that to a
school facility because of the strong emotional element surrounding religion. There are
many cases of neighborhoods maintaining their identity because of the dominance of the
neighborhood church. The relative strength of these institutions for Jamaica Plain is
again difficult for an outside analyst studying the neighborhood for a limited period-of-
time-to dscertain. This requires intensive interviewing and knowledge of people's social
ties.
From interviews with community leaders, we were able to gain some understanding of
the impact of the local institutions on neighborhood formation. The Agassis School is often
used as a meeting center for various neighborhood associations and often sponsors community
activities. However, it is not clear whether the surrounding school district is a cohesive
neighborhood or whether the fact that the school is a new, well designed facility accounts
for its heavy use. The existence of a positive focal point can polentially lead to stronger
social ties for the people using the facility and provide the impetus for a cohesive neighbor-
hood to develop over time. The other schools are rarely used as meeting places for commun-
ity residents.
The St. Thomas Acquinas Church has helped keep the Irish community in the environs
of South Street in tact. Although the actual parish extends to the western border of Jamaica
Plain, its drawing power is focused in the South St. area and to the east. This is a more
highly homogeneous and less mobile population than that in the western part of the parish.
People who live in the farthest east section do have friends who live near South St. be-
cause of the social arena provided by the church. Our Lady of Lourdes is also -
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important for the people immediately surrounding the church, A former mayor of Boston,
James Curley helped build the church and former mayor John Collins, belonged to this
Church. This indicates the historical significance of the church in the life of Jamaica
Plain. Again, to truly understand the role of the church as a focus for a cohesive neighbor-
hood in Jamaica Plain would require an indepth investigation of each church's activities,
attendance patterns, and membership trends. Even this is not adequate to determine the
degree to which the parishioners regard the church as an important social institution nor to
determine the level of closeness among church members. This type of information can only
come from the residents themselves.
Given the data on institutional networks available to the short term, outside analyst,
it does not appear as if Jamaica Plain qualifies as a single cohesive neighborhood. The
high school,an institution that does span the entire neighborhood, is not often used for
community activities. Because of the large size of Jamaica Plain, there are several
elementary schools and churches in the area. Further investigation is required to ascertain
the level of resident committment to these institutions and the degree to which they serve
as magnets for smaller cohesive subneighborhoods.
A windshield survey of the commercial facilities in Jamaica Plain revealed the
existence of several local shopping districts. Jamaica Plain is characterized by strip
commercial type of development with very little parking space. This indicates that the
area is geared to the local trade of people who can walk to the facilities. The exclusive
use of commercial facilities by nearby residents is a proxy indicator of a cohesive neighbor-
hood. Although we do not have figures on where Jamaica Plain residents shop nor who the
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primary users of the Jamaica Plain stores are, the nature of the shopping areas makes it
highly likely that they are primarily used by nearby residents. However, as we shall
explain, nearby residents do not necessarily use the local stores exclusively.
There are three distinct shopping areas, each appealing to a particular clientele
(map 3.6). All three areas contain primarily small stores, in particular, drug stores,
liquor stores, and variety stores with relatively inexpensive and lower quality merchandise.
The shopping district near Day St. and Centre St.. is oriented toward the Spanish
community and the remaining Irish population. There are several Spanish-owned grocery
stores and luncheonettes and a sprinkling of Irish-owned and operated establishments.
Primarily small food stores are located in this area. They serve the surrounding residents.
Most of the stores are privately owned and managed. This adds an element of familiarity
to the relationship between the store owners and their patrons. This shopping area is also
quite compact, focusing all activities in a small area. All of this further substantiates
the potential existence of the Hyde Square cohesive neighborhood suggested by the community
leaders. The past several summers, however, there have been fights in the shopping area
between the Anglo and Spanish-speaking teen-agers, diminshing the potential cohesiveness
such a shopping area could foster. 6
A similar, but lower quality shopping district is located along Washington St., near
Egleston Square. Again, there is a mixture of Spanish and Irish operated establishments
to serve the surrounding residents. This area is situated in the shadows of the Washington
St. elevated transit line and is known as one of the city's higher crime areas. The stores
are interspersed among industrial establishments and many stores are boarded up and vacant.
Jamaica PlainCommercial Facilities
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This environment would tend to negate any potential social function such a shopping district
might have served for the surrounding community.
The largest shopping area stretches along Centre St. and South St. Here are found
several lower-priced clothing stores, chain stores, and banks. There is little parking space
nor is there a variety in the quality range of products sold. For these reasons, this area
may also be seen as serving a local clientele. Because it is long and not concentrated,
this shopping area would have less chance of serving as a social nucleus than the Hyde
Square shopping area which is more concentrated.
On the basis of several interviews with residents of Jamaica Plain, it is clear that
the wealthier more mobile residents living in the Pond Area, Central Jamaica Plain, and
Moss Hill (see map 3.3) feel forced to do their food and clothes shopping in suburban
stores that carry merchandise that more closely suits their tastes. Jamaica Plain also does
not have entertainment or restaurants serving the tastes of a higher income population.
The lack of variety in the quality of merchandise offerred in the local stores may help to
reinforce. Interaction among people of similar backgrounc thus reinforcing a potential. cohesive
neighborhood, but it further separates people of varied background and varied socio-economic status.
The information provided by the proxy indicators described above is far from definitive,
but it does appear that Jamaica Plain itself is not a cohesive neighborhood. Only selected
groups use the Agassis School, the churches are only used by the nearest residents, and
each shopping district serves a particular client group with some higher income residents
not served at all within Jamaica Plain. There is, however, some evidence of cohesive
subneighborhoods within Jamaica Plain. First, are the subneighborhoods seen by the leaders
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in the Jamaica Plain community. Second, the Catholic Church and the Agassis School
offer activities and companionship for those living nearby. Finally the homogeneity of
the quality of merchandise offered in the three shopping areas, their convenience to the
surrounding residential areas, and the compactness of the Day St. shopping district all
again point to potential nucleii of social interaction. This ishowever, undermined by the
existence of racial conflicts in Hyde Square and the poor quality of the Washington St.
environment.
If we have located truly cohesive neighborhoods, it appears that even within a
single neighborhood definition, a different source of data, or emphasis will point to a
different set of boundaries. In addition, the literature suggests that only discrete areas
within the city are cohesive neighborhoods. Those cited in this study are potential nucleii
for social interaction but not necessarily true cohesive neighborhoods. The actual strength
of each of these potential nucleii of subneighborhoods requires further first hand investigation
to be substantiated.
Homogeneous Neighborhoods
In Chapter 2, we grappled with the question of what constitutes homogeneity. An
alternative to searching for a measure of homogeneity, although less precise, is to assume
that each census tract is a reasonably homogeneous unit as it was initially intended to be
and aggregate tracts according to their place on a socio-economic index based on: average
family income, average years of schooling, and percent white collar heads of households. 7
The exact formula to be applied in this study is:
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ave. income tract ave. education tract % white collar male tract
SEt = ave. income Boston X ave. education Boston X % white collar male Boston
The index described above is similar to that suggested by Bell and Shevky in their
Social Area Analysis but this index avoids some of the problems resulting from Bell and
Shevky's now outdated assumptions concerning demographic trends. The application of
this socio-economic index to our study area indicates that Jamaica Plain is not a homo-
geneous neighborhood, even according to this more relaxed notion of homogeneity based
on census tracts, but is instead split into three sections: one of low socio-economic status
relative to Boston, one of medium status, and one of high socio-economic status relative
to Boston (see table 3. 1 and ,map 3.7).
The subneighborhoods within Jamaica Plain may also be distinguished from one another
on the basis of the components of the socio-economic index: income, occupation, or education
and on the basis of race or nationality. To more carefully locate the homogeneous sub-
neighborhoods of Jamaica Plain, we have turned to the tract level census and applied the
following standard of relative homogeneity: a tract is homogeneous on a variable if the
proportion of the population in terms of a particular characteristic exceeds the city's pro-
portion of the population on that characteristic by ten percent. The prevailing characteristics
for each tract in Jamaica Plain are circled on Table 3.2 In this case, every tract may be
regarded as a homogeneous subneighborhood in terms of some set of characteristics.
This criteria comes into question on tracts such as 1204, where the proportion of
wealthy people exceeds the city's proportion, but the modal group in the tract is $5,000
to $10,000. This criteria could then be refined to read, a tract is homogeneous if
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Table 3.1
Socio-Economic Index for Jamaica Plain Census Tracts, 1970
Income Ratio x Education Ratio x Occupation Ratio = SEI
1.95 *High
.77 Medium
.45 Low
.89 Medium
.38 Low
.64 **Medium
1.94 High
*High= SEI? 1.33
Medium = .67< SEIC 1.33
Low = SEI .67 I relative to the city of Boston /
**on border between low and medium, but classified as medium because of the large gap
between Tracts 1203 and 1206
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of Population
and Housing: Census Tracts, Boston, Massachusetts, Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.
TRACT#
1201
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1.4
.97
.85
.99
.8
.93
1.04
1.03
.94
.84
1.06
.79
1.03
1.27
1.35
.86
.63
.84
.6
.67
1.47
Jamaica Plain
SEI
Low SEI
*Medium SEI
'High SEI
North 1/2 inch = 800 feet
Source: Boston Redevelopment Authority Map # D-36
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Map # 3.7
Table 3.2
Homogeneity
Boston
Education
( 8th grade
High School
College
Occupation (male)
White Collar
Blue Collar
Income
( $5,000
$5,000-$10,000
$10,000-$15,000
> $15,000
Ethnicity
Black---
Irish
Spanish
27%
34%
10%
43%
56%
22%
35%
26%
18%
16%
8%
7.5%
*Circles designate those tracts that meet the following standard of homogeneity: % C2'>, % CBoston + 10%
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of Population and Housing: Census Tracts
Boston, Massachusetts Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area,
Tract
1201
16%
34%
42%
11%
24%
27%
Tract
1202
33%
7%
20%
25%
15%
Tract
1203
24%
5%
24%
(ED
21%
12%
8%
Tract
1204
20%
32%
3%
1 . *Zo
3%
Tract
1205
28%
3%
26%
18%
7%
3.1%
8%
Tract
1206
34%
5%
300
16%
1.
Tract
1207
20%
33%
37%
13%
27%
2%
5%
1 *0
1 %
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the proportion of the modal group exceeds the proportion of that characteristic for the
city as a whole by ten percent. In that case, tract 1204 would not be considered homo-
geneous in terms of any of the four designated income levels. Collasping the categories
of income to two groupings, under $10,000 and over $10,000,again results in each tract
being homogeneous on one of the two categories. Therefore, not only is the criteria for
homogeneity important in neighborhood analysis but also the number of subdivisions of the
variable makes a difference in ones evaluation of a homogeneous neighborhood.
If an absolute measure of homogeneity were selected, such as 51 percent of the
population as suggested in Chapter 2, fewer homogeneous subareas w:>uld exist. In fact,
the only homogeneous subneighborhoods in Jamaica Plain according to this measure are
those based on occupation which can onlybe one of two categories, blue collar or white
collar. Again, if all the characteristics of the population were reduced to two categories,
all tracts could be homogeneous using this standard. Conversely, if the categories of occu-
pation were expanded to include clerical, professional, managerial, etc. there would
probably be no homogeneous neighborhoods on the basis of this measure of homogeneity.
The analyst must carefully choose the categories of a variable and the level of homogeneity
that make sense for the work he is doing.
Jamaica Plain may also be subdivided according to the dominance of an ethnic
or racial group. Homogeneity on this line entered into the delineation of the smaller
cohesive neighborhoods illustrated on Map 3.3. The identifying ethnic group for each
subarea is noted on Map 3.8. This is an example of the appearance of homogeneity rather
than absolute homogeneity of population. This assessment closely matches the dominant
Jamaica Plain
Ethnic Subneighborhoods
North 1/2 inch = 800 feet
Source: Boston Redevelopment Authority Map # D-36
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Map # 3.8
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ethnic groups provided by census figures. We associated a tract with either Irish, black
or Spanish residents if the proportion of the population in a particular group was greater
than that for the city as a whole (see map 3.9).
This large split in the population of a commonly recognized neighborhood may
appear unusual, but it does have its origin in the history of Jamaica Plain. The area was
originally composed of estates, but over time, certain sections developed as industrial
centers. The estates were further subdivided for residential development. Each change
in land use provided housing for a different socio-economic group. Throughout all of
these changes, Jamaica Plain maintained its identity as a neighborhood of Boston, yet
it is no longer the homogeneous neighborhood it was in its very early history, nor is it
recognized as homogeneous by its residents or by outsiders.
The question of whether all of Jamaica Plain is one homogeneous neighborhood has
a quite obvious answer. The issue of whether homogeneous subareas within Jamaica Plain
exist is far more difficult to answer using census dtita. Those portions of Jamaica Plain
perceived as homogeneous along ethnic or income lines were shown to have even less than
half their population in the identified grouping. There may be more clearly homogeneous
subareas within tracts or that straddle tracts that gave rise to these stereotypes,but on the
basis of the data available, this is not obvious.
The question of what proportion of the population in a particular category and within
a particular geographic area is necessary for people to perceive the area as homogeneous
is an important issue for future research. One may conduct a series of interviews within
the geographic area under question and in nearby areas to determine whether the area is
Jamaica Plain
Ethnic Census Tracts
North 1/2 inch = 800 feet
Source: Boston Redevelopment Authority Map # D-36
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associated with a particular population type. These responses may then be compared to
objective data to determine what level of similarity is required for an area to be identified
with a particular population group.
Structural Housing Submarkets
The primary housing characteristic used for locating the boundaries of a structural
housing submarket is the rent level or the value of the structures in an area. As noted in
Chapter 2, Richard Coleman developed an index based on housing values and rent. When
this index is applied using tract level data, it becomes clear that Jamaica Plain is not a
single housing submarket but contains three different submarkets (see map 3. 10). Further
analysis at the block level reveals a lack of homogeneity within tracts and reveals sub-
markets that cross tract boundaries (see map 3. 11). This further reinforces the fact that
census tracts are not homogeneous. Within one tract, 1204, for example, the housing ranges
from "substandard" near the railroad tracks to "pleasantly good" in the section bordering
the pond. Using just tract data this wide variation is lost and the tract is homogenized
into a "standard marginal" submarket.
In recent years, banks have begun to disinvest in the area east of Centre St. Through-
out much of the length of Jamaica Plain, this line does separate "standard-marginal" from
"standard-comfortable" housing. The area straddling the railroad tracks in the eastern
section of Jamaica Plain, also known as the Southwest Corridor, is a submarket of "sub-
standard" housing, which could not be identified by looking either at the median housing
values for Jamaica Plain as a whole or the values for census tracts. Coleman noted that
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each level of housing, or in our terminology, each submarket, appeals to a different type
of household. An understanding of these smaller subareas is therefore important for the
decisions made by realtors, lenders, and perspective residents. A housing program may
not treat Jamaica Plain as a single neighborhood if it is to successfully deal with the
housing needs of the entire area.
Occupancy Housing Submarkets
Occupancy housing submarkets may be differentiated from one another on the basis
of tenure, and level of overcrowding. In our analysis of Jamaica Plain, we shall concen-
trate on just the first index. Knowledge of the predominant tenure type in an area is again
important to prospective residents as well as policy makers. In older inner-city areas like
Jamaica Plain, owner-occupied structures tend to be better maintained than rental struc-
tures. Some residents claim they can tell at a glance which dwellings are owner-accupied.10
Tenure does not provide a complete picture, however, because a luxury apartment
building requires far different considerations than a tenement house. Similarly, an unheated
owner-occupied shack does not provide the same security as a well maintained home. We
shall later see whether the neighborhoods in Jamaica Plain defined according to the two
different components of housing, rent or value and tenure are in fact the same.
Jamaica Plain, like most of Boston, is predominantly a rental submarket. The basis
of the measure of homogeneity used was the form of tenure that represented greater. than
half of the units of a census block. Once again, however, all of Jamaica Plain is not a
single submarket (see map 3. 12). The western edge of Jamaica Plain constitutes a large
Jamaica Plain
Tenure Submarkets
Owner Occupied
Rent er Occupi ed
North 1/2 inch = 800 feet
Source: Boston Redevelopment Authority Map # D-36Map # 3.12
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owner-occupied submarket. In addition, smaller areas surrounding Jamaica Pond are
owner-occupied. This is not surprising because higher elevations and pleasant views tend
to attract the most valuable types of housing. This is the only area of Jamaica Plain where
mortgages are still readily available.
A trend in the western portion of Jamaica Plain is the construction of luxury apartment
buildings. These primarily house wealthy professionals -who enjoy the view of the park,
the easy access to the hospitals just north of Jamaica Plain, and the easy access to down-
town Boston. In a study of just tenure submarkets these areas may not be distinguished
from the previous ones described. These distinctions will become clear when we overlay
the different neighborhood definitions.
Planned Neighborhood Units
The pkrnned neighborhood unit as a neighborhod definition does not have relevance
to our discussion of Jamaica Plain. Jamaica Plain developed incrementally in response
to changing circumstances. At first it was a village of summer homes and estates with the
double advantages of a beautiful landscape and easy access to downtown Boston. Over
time, a rail line was built through Jamaica Plain, ushering in industrial development and
large amounts of housing for the factory workers. Uttle by little many of the estates were
subdivided to construct residential areas. Unlike the planned neighborhood which has a
predefined development pattern, which includes the type and amount of housing the street
pattern, and institutional network, Jamaica Plain just evolved piecemeal in response to
changing demands not according to a plan. Schools and shops were built as needed by the
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population. Many planned neighborhoods start with a school or shopping district as the
determinant of the allowable population size.
Visual Districts
Jamaica Plain may be defined as a single neighborhood which is almost totally separ-
ated from its surrounding neighborhood by physical boundaries or "edge elements" (see map
3. 13). To the north, Jamaica Plain is separated from the Parker Hill area by a steep slope
which begins its rise just north of Heath St. To the Northeast it is separated from Roxbury
by the New Haven Railroad and an industrial belt. The western boundary is the least
clear. It may continue along Columbus Ave, another obvious edge, down to Franklin
Park. It may alternatively run along the Washington St. elevated trolley line, another
visual boundary. The southern border is clearly the Forest Hills Cemetary and the Arnold
Arboretum. The southwestern border is again slightly vague. It is a relatively undeveloped
area merging with a similar area in Brookline with a definable political boundary having
greater impact than a visual boundary. Finally the northwest border with Brookline is
completed by Jamaica Pond and Olmstead Park.
While giving Jamaica Plain a sense of visual unity and as Kevin Lynch would say
"legibility"" as a neighborhood, the open spaces and edge elements protect Jamaica Plain
from adverse outside influences. 12 Simultaneously, they enhance Jamaica Plain as a
desirable residential area and provide large amounts of recreational space for the neighbor-
hood's residents. 13
In addition to the dominant outer edge around Jamaica Plain, there are minor edge
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elements that visually section Jamaica Plain into subareas. Because of the large size of
Jamaica Plain, the outer edge is more obvious on a map than to the observer passing through
or around the neighborhood. The interior edges are the ones which are most obvious to
the pedestrian and driver moving through Jamaica Plain. These again quite clearly
visually divide Jamaica Plain into subneighborhoods.
Among the most important interior edge elements are the New Haven railroad right
of way and the vacant area surrounding it; the Centre St. and South St. shopping districts;
and the heavily used Jamaicaway. These all divide the neighborhood lengthwise into
slices. Because the east-west streets are narrower and curvey and not designed for through
traffic, these are no clearly defined horizontal edges or paths except the northern section
of Centre St. which cuts off the hospital and nursing home area from the more residential
areas and also separates the Bromley Heath housing project from the Jamaica Plain neighbor-
hood.
One may in addition, search for other visual indications of neighborhood boundaries.
Among these more fine grained neighborhood distinctions are: a break between housing
types, a difference in street foliage, and a range in maintenance standards. Locating these
would require more time than is allowable for this study. As we noted earlier, besides
personal evaluations of the physical environment a series of interviews may be administered
to determine the residentl' visual perception of their neighborhood.
Summary of Jamaica Plain as a Single Neighborhood
From our proxy measures of cohesiveness, Jamaica Plain does not qualify as a single
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cohesive neighborhood. It also does not qualify as a single neighborhood under the second
people-oriented definition, that of a homogeneous neighborhood. It was found to have
variations along both socio-economic and ethnic lines. In addition, Jamaica Plain is
neither a single structural or occupancy submarket. It has housing along the full continuum
of values and rents as well as a split between sections that are predominantly owner-occupied
and predominantly rental occupied. Jamaica Plain is, however, a single visual unit with
definate natural boundaries. These are primarily parks and highways.
Summary of Jamaica Plain as an Aggregation of Subneighborhoods
As noted above, Jamaica Plain is only a single eighborhood in terms of visual boun-
daries or edges. We did find, however, that there are cohesive and homogeneous neighbor-
hoods as well as both occupancy and structural submarkets and smaller visually defined
neighborhoods within Jamaica Plain. Let us now see whether the smaller neighborhoods
defined in each of these ways are unique to each specific definition or whether there is
some agreement among the neighborhood boundaries based on different neighborhood elements.
A set of cohesive subneighborhoods was suggested by the community leaders. In
many cases these areas were organized around a particular set of grievances or interests.
These cohesive subneighborhoods may also be regarded as homogeneous subneighborhoods
in that each may also be identified with a dominant ethnic and income group. These
differ from the homogeneous subneighborhoods which were built out of aggregations of
census tracts having a socio-economic index within the same class range. These differences
can largely be explained by the difference between the boundaries dictated by census tracts
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and the true boundaries of the cohesive subneighborhoods. The lack of homogeneity of
population within tracts could also contribute to this discrepancy. For example, Tract
1207 in Jamaica Plain is a high socio-economic tract largely because it has a new luxury
tower with over 300 residents. A large part of the tract is composed of lower income
Spanish-speaking residents. According to the information provided by the community
leaders, the luxury tower is in upper-middle income, Central Jamaica Plain and the Spanish
population is in lower-middle income Hyde Square while both are in Tract 1207. This
Example provides further evidence to support the suspicion that the population within census
tracts may no longer be homogeneous although the tracts were originally designed to have
a homogeneous population. This first example also indicates that two different sources
of data, first hand observations and the decennial census, when used to look at the same
element of the neighborhood may still define spatially different areas.
Turning to housing submarkets, we found that on the basis of value and rent data
at the census tract level, Jamaica Plain may be divided into three submarkets ranging from
a low of "standard-marginal" housing to a high of "pleasantly good" housing (see Appen-
dix A). These are the three middle range categories. The "pleasantly good" housing sub-
market matches the high socio-economic homogeneous subneighborhood and similarly for
the other two submarkets as well. This shows a positive relationship between neighborhoods
defined according to housing value and neighborhoods defined according to socio-economic
status when using census tract data in both cases.
When we refer to the block level census data, the boundary lines of the housing sub-
markets change greatly, again illustrating the lack of homogeneity within census tracts
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and the deceptiveness of census tract data for small area anlaysis. In the case of the block
level data, there are a series-of verticle strip-shaped subneighborhoods that straddle tract
boundaries. Farthest east is a band of "standard comfortable" housing. Surrounding the
Southwest Corridor (Penn Central Railroad right of way) is a band of "standard-marginal"
and "substandard" housing which is again bounded on the west by "standard comfortable"
housing. Following this is a band of "pleasantly good housing" which then flows into the
"very good" housing of Moss Hill. There is also a verticle pattern apparent in the cohesive
and homogeneous subneighborhoods.
There are only two ownership submarkets in Jamaica Plain. The area is instead pre-
dominantly rental-occupied. In this instance, there is again an agreement between Moss
Hill and the owner-occupied submarket. Two areas in the Jamaica Pond section, the
second wealthiest subneighborhood, also have large amounts of home-ownership. These areas
of home-ownership correspond to "pleasantly good" and "very good" housing submarkets.
The only other "very good" submarket outside of these is the site of the luxury towers. We
have found then, that there is a strong relationship between high status housing and
home-ownership in Jamaica Plain. Except in the case of luxury apartments, very little
of Jamaica Plain's rental property is better than "standard-comfortable" on Richard Cole-
man's measuring rod.
As noted earlier, Jamaica Plain divides up visually into vertical strips because of the
neighborhood's street pattern and land use distribution. The western most strip matches the
cohesive subneighborhoods of Moss Hill and the Pond Neighborhood. These two areas west
of Centre St. also represent a housing submarket which is further demarcated by the visual
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boundaries of Centre St. and Jamaica Pond. The other cohesive subneighborhoods are
largely influenced by the existence of the Southwest Corridor and Washington St. The
strength of these visual boundaries as obstacles to mobility and social interaction may be
diluted by the east-west orientation of the church parishes and the public school districts.
Washington St. and the Southwest Corridor also coincide with the boundaries of hous-
ing submarkets. The lowest quality submarket follows the Southwest Corridor going as far
east as Washington St. and west to Chestnut St., a less dominant north-south street.
It is difficult to compare the Jamaica Plain subneighborhoods based on census tracts
with the visually defined subneighborhoods because the tract boundaries do not adequately
follow these major visual boundaries. Although the Census Tract Manuel does suggest
using physical boundaries in setting tract boundaries, in the case of Jamaica Plain, the
railroad right of way was used for tract boundaries but Centre St. was only used intermit.-
tently. Therefore, an aggregation of tracts would include areas outside of the visual
boundaries.
We found thervat a smaller scale than the Jamaica Plain neighborhood itself, there
are subneighborhoods that do meet the criteria of the various theories and in addition the
boundaries of these subareas are roughly similar.
3.3 FINDINGS BASED ON JAMAICA PLAIN
Boundary Findings
Although our findings, based on both limited data and a single area are not conclusive,
it appears that there is hierarchy of neighborhood boundaries which flow less from the defin-
ing element and more from the purpose the spatial entity is to serve. We found an
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outer set of boundaries which: 1) were grossly defined by the physical environment, and
2) had historical significance. These are roughly the boundaries used by municipal agencies
in their regulatory, planning and service delivery functions (See Appendix B for the ways
in which the city has boundedJamaica Plain) from this, we may see that governmental
agencies do not take into account homogeneity in their subdivision of the city. Within
Jamaica Plain itself there was a large amount of overlap among the boundaries for the
smaller subneighborhoods defined according to all three elements, the people, the housing,
and the environment. These smaller subneighborhoods have greater relevance than the
historical neighborhood for decisions made by realtors, community workers, policy planners,
and lenders because they contain people with a higher level of common interests and needs.
Perhaps a finer grained investigation based on individuals' social networks, or the structural
characteristics of housing would yield a set of still smaller neighborhoods. This scale neighbor-
hood is of greatest concern to residents and perspective residents.
The neighborhood analyst then, has a choice of the scale neighborhood he may study.
If he selects the historical neighborhood as his unit, he may not have an area with homo-
geneous people and housing. If his interest is in a homogeneous neighborhood, he is likely
to also be looking at a geographic area with similarly priced housing, clearly defined
physical boundaries (reinforced by the housing itself or other environmental elements),
and people who at least recognize each other.
Methodological Findings
Also shown to be critical in locating a neighborhood is the data base used in applying
-~1
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each definition. In this study, the opinion of community leaders was used in locating
cohesive neighborhoods. The data base was essentially the perceptions of these observers.
The actual criteria used by them in establishing the boundaries of these cohesive neighbor-
hoods was not made explicit. Each of these cohesive neighborhoods was also identified
with a specific ethnic and income group. A series of personal interviews with the residents
of the neighborhoods which groped . for their pattern of social interaction may have yielded
different information and spatial entities of a different scale.
The two definitions that were based on census tracts, the homogeneous neighborhood
and the structural housing submarket based on housing value and rent level also yielded
identical boundaries. But, when block level data was used for the structural submarkets,
the resultant submarkets were quite different from those based on tract level data. In this
case, the way in which the published data was tabulated and organized dictated the possible
boundaries of the neighborhoods and the scale of the neighborhoods that could be studied.
In addition, calculations using median tract data may homogeanize the range of variation
within the tractgiving a deceptive appearance of homogeneity.
The biggest methodological issues faced in the application of the definitions of a
homogeneous neighborhood and a housing submarket were: first, the way in which the
census is tabulated as discussed. above; and second, the criteria for homogeneity to be
selected. If the standard of comparing a tract to the city is used, the wrong category of
a variable may be selected as dominant, as illustrated with Tract 1204. In addition, the
number of break-downs of a variable influences whether a tract will be classified as absolutely
homogeneous on any aspect of that variable. The more fine-grained the break down, the
- - OW _440
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less chance a tract will be considered homogeneous. Finally, little research has been
conducted to ascertain what level of homogeneity is required for an area to be perceived
as homogeneous. As noted earlier, the Census Tract Manuel suggests tracting homogeneous
areas but gives no measure of homogeneity.
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Part II: Neighborhood Change
CHAPTER 4: HOW NEIGHBORHOOD CHANGE
HAS BEEN DESCRIBED IN THE LITERATURE
4.1 INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS ON NEIGHBORHOOD CHANGE
Thus far our discussion of neighborhoods has revolved around a static spatial entity
composed of people, housing, and their surrounding environment. Our picture of a
neighborhood is not yet complete. The elements that characterize a neighborhood and
differentiate one neighborhood from another also change over time. New people move
into a neighborhood and others move out to a different neighborhood. Housesage and
deteriorate. Houses are also rehabilitated. Streets often give way under increased
traffic, resulting in unsightly and dangerous potholes. Other times, streets are resur-
faced. As Robert Yin wrote in his introductory comments about neighborhoods: "Neighbor-
hoods are in a constant process of change; some improving others deteriorating.'"
As in the case of defining a neighborhood, the literature contains many different
descriptions of how neighborhoods change. In most cases a process which emphasizes
one element of the neighborhood above the rest is discussed.
As there are many definitions of neighborhood and many theories of neighborhood
change, there is also no consensus as to the sequence of causes of neighborhood change.
Change is generally attributed to the larger economic, social, and political forces
acting on the neighborhood through the pressures they exert on the city or the region.
Although the cause of neighborhood change is not apparent from observations, the fact
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that specific types of changes have occurred in a neighborhood may be detected by measur-
ing the different indicators of neighborhood change at different points in time. In practice,
this process of noting changes in various aspects of the neighborhood is often performed
consciously or unconsciously by residents of the neighborhood, visitors, store owners,
realtors, city officials and anyone else who has contact with the neighborhood. Each of
these individuals may look at a different indicator or a different set of indicators in his
own personal evaluation of the neighborhood. It is therefore important to knowwhether
all the various indicators point in the same direction along the continuum of a declining
to an improving neighborhood.
This is especially important in the area of public policy. If different planners or
department administrators focus on different indicators of change and the indicators all
point to the same direction of change, it is more likely that all the actors will work for
the same ends, than if different indicators point to a different dynamic. Under the second
circumstance, various actors may take measures that will work counter to their fellow
workers' efforts. Also, if only one indicator is monitored, important trends may be over-
looked. Various actors' perceptions of neighborhood change also affect the timing of
interventions.
Not only must governmental actions be responsive to neighborhood changes, but they
must also take into account the changes their actions may induce. For example, under
a neighborhood-wide Urban Renewal program, the government may reduce the supply of
low cost housing thus putting pressure on the housing supply in a different neighborhood.
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The purpose of this second section is primarily to determine whether all the various
indicators of neighborhood change do in fact point toward the same direction and rate
of change or whether they provide conflicting findings. Secondly, we shall analyze
the problems involved in conducting an analysis of neighborhood change. In this chapter,
the literature on neighborhood change is reviewed. The three-part typology of people,
housing, and the environment, established in the first chapter, will serve as the frame-
work for discussing the various processes of neighborhood change. In Chapter 5, the
indicators of neighborhood change which may serve as proxies for the process of neighbor-
hood change are selected and discussed. Finally, in Chapter 6, several different indi-
cators of change are applied to Jamaica Plain in order to determine whether or not the
various indicators point in the same direction.
4.2 CHANGES IN THE PEOPLE LIVING IN A NEIGHBORHOOD
The theories of neighborhood change which focus on the changes in the population
of a neighborhood may be discussed in terms of two processes of change: 1) change in
certain characteristics of the population or 2) mobility through which new people enter
the neighborhood and old ones leave. The first has not received a large amount of
attention in the literature on neighborhood transition, except to the extent that changes
in the existing population render an area more vulnerable to the in-migration of a new
group of people or cause people to be less satisfied with their present environment.
The second process, mobility, has been treated in greater depth. Mobility may not
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always result in a change in the type of population in a neighborhood. If each new house-
hold is similar to the one it replaces, we have mobility with stability in most demographic
measures. If on the other hand, the new households differ from the previous ones by some
characteristic, such as race or age, a change may have been introduced into the neighbor-
hood.
We shall first look at theories of neighborhood change centering around changes in
the population that induce mobility. We shall then look at theories focusing on population
mobility itself. The critical aspects of the population which change in both cases are
socio-economic status, race or nationality, culture or values, and age distribution.
The first type of population change, one in which changes in the residents themselves
opens up their neighborhood to an influx of new and different people was expressed in a
study conducted by Arthur D. Little, Inc. to help the city of East Cleveland understand
and deal with the population changes that were occurring in their city.
By the late fifties, there were a number of indications
that East Cleveland would soon experience a major
transition. Its residents were aging, their children
were leaving the community and were not being
replaced by younger families. 2 (emphasis my own)
In addition to the change in the age structure just described, East Cleveland also experienced
a change in the racial composition of its population. As the older white families left,
they were replaced by younger working-class black families with children. 3
Neighborhood change through mobility may in part be regarded as a function of a
change in the people themselves which causes them to want to move. James W. Simmons
explained the relationship between change in personal characteristics and mobility as
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follows:
The decision to move is complex. It is concerned on the one
hand, with the needs and values of the household, which change
over time, and on the other, with the characteristics of the
environment, which encompass home, neighborhood, and alter-
native locations... In order to overcome the time and money
costs of moving, some attraction or dissatisfaction is required.
The most obvious factor is social change that alters the relation-
ship between a household and its environment. The size, age,
or income of a household may change; the environment may be
altered by such things as blight, invasion by other cultural groups,
or increased land values. More likely, both the household and
the environment change simultaneously, but at different rates. 4
In his discussion of intraurban mobility, Simmons emphasized the relationship between
a change in the pzople who move and a change in the environment at the origin of the
move. David Meyer described this phenomenon as a change in the "place utility" of
a household. 5 At the other end of the journey, at the destination neighborhood of the
migrant, there may also be change, depending on whether the inmigrants resemble those
already living there.
Now, let us look at mobility in a more general sense. Peter Rossi undertook the
pioneering study of residential mobility in hopes of gaining a better understanding of
neighborhood change. He explained his interest in mobility as follows:
Basic research into residential mobility is of importance
because mobility is one of the most important forces
underlying changes in urban areas. Change in the
urban residential neighborhood takes pace through
the ebb and flow of different populations. We need
to know why residential shifts take place and how the
characteristics of the neighborhood-its social composition,
its location with regard to important urban activities, and
its physical characteristics-tie into this phenomenon. 6 (emphasis my own)
-9
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In this study greatest emphasis was placed on people's motivations for moving. The critical
finding was that mobility is most strongly influenced by changes in the family life cycle
requiring an adaptation in the amount of space that a family occupies. 7
Fifty percent of the U. S. population moves within a five year period.8 Within this
context, we can see that not all moves lead to a change in the population of an area.
Rossi has shown that a need for a change in housing size to adjust to a change in household
size is the primary reason for moving. 9 From this, Ozzie Edwards concluded that since
housing characteristics are of primary importance to a household's choice of residence,
even in a. neighborhood undergoing racial change, similarity of housing needs would help
maintain the stability in the other characteristics of the population in the neighborhood. 10
This was in essence what occurred in East Cleveland. The young black families replaced
young white families after a period of mismatch between the housing and other older
white population.
Duncan and Duncan also addressed this point in their detailed study of the black
population in Chicago:
In all areas undergoing succession there is, by definition, a
turnover of population. Yet it is conceivable that the popu-
lation moving into an area may resemble the population
moving out in its social and economic characteristics. The
area, then, may be regarded as "stable" with respect to
these chafcteristics, even though its racial composition
changes.
The authors attribute the stability in the non-racial parameters of the population to what
they call the "situational"factor and the "site"factor. The first refers to the functional
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position of a particular neighborhood in the city. For example, all people who place a
high value on access to rapid transit would choose to live in a similar location. In
reference to the second concept, the "site" factor, the authors feel that land use is
relatively immutable over time and helps to maintain the character of the neighborhood
even during periods of racial change.
Let us now look at those types of areas most likely to undergo changes in their pop-
ulation. The theory of ghetto expantion provides some insight into this issue. According
to Richard L. Morrill:
Since the population of a Black ghetto is growing both from natural
increase and from outside migration, severe pressure is being placed
on the housing supply. For a while, increasing population can be
accomodated through over-crowding but eventually the real estate
market must accomodate the demand. In practice, the industry
selects the edges along which extension will be permitted. At any
one time, the most likely are those where the present residents have
risen sufficiently in status to permit a shift to better and newer housing
and where the proximity of the ghetto serves to encourage the move.
Thus, areas of poor whites who cannot escape- to better housing will
not be chosen. Rather areas of older middle class housing may become
available as the residents become able to afford small homes in the
suburbs and flee the encroaching blacks. 12
This shows that racial change is not an arbitrary process, but occurs in those areas which
exert the least pressure to the change. The process of population change is also con-
trolled in large part by the real estate market. As we noted earlier, the areas which
are most open to new residents, are those where the existing residents themselves have
changed in some way, allowing a move for them to be possible or even desirable. These
least likely to move away and most likely to block a change in the composition of the
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population are those unable to make a move or those who are members of a very cohesive
neighborhood marked by common religious or ethnic background which give them a solid
footing in a particular location. Other pbstructions to the spread of a ghetto into a
white neighborhood are natural buffers like parks and highways. 13
The Baltimore Urban Observatory labeled the process by which intermediate income
groups are pressured out of an area as the "blow-out" theory. Like the lower income
group in Morrill's scenerio, the high income group in the "blow-out" theory hold fast
to their location. They can maintain the prestige of their neighborhood through political
and economic power not open to middle income people. 14
Racial change may also occur through a "self-fulfilling prophecy, " that is, when
people predict a neighborhood is going to change racially it often does. This expectation
induces people to move out. Davis McEntire listed the conditions under which the pre-
diction of racial change is most likely to be made:
When it is known that a minority group is in great
need of housing, and when a neighborhood (1) is
near an expanding area of minority concentration
(2) contains housing priced within reach of a
substantial part of the minority population or (3)
possesses few advantages that would make it
unusually attractive to whites, it is likely to
be considered a good candidate for racial change.15
Here, people's attitudes influence mobility patterns. The attitudes are backed, however,
by the realities of the housing market and the environment.
We have seen that low income white neighborhoods, cohesive neighborhoods, very
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high income neighborhoods, and neighborhoods of homeowners are least likely to experience
racial change. Now we shall look at who the migrants into an area are mest likely to be.
Both Ozzie Edwards and Harold Rose, in their studies of racial succession found that the
most striking characteristic of both the black inmigrants and the white outmigrants is
16their age composition. White older couples leave very early in the succession process,
leaving only those of least economic means. According to Edwards's study.
It appears that younger families lead the way in black residential
succession. It is altogether likely that factors which grow out of
the presence of younger children.., forces young black families
with children more than other black families to seek housing
outside the black community...
Where the black younger families seem to lead the way in the
movement into previously all-white areas, white younger families
participate strongly in the out-migration from the areas. 17
In addition, "the departure of whites from a transitional area is further stimulated when
the incoming group is of lower socio-economic status than the older residents. "18
The ramifications of population change are of primary importance in a neighbor-
hood analysis. They arehowever, very difficult to analyze. In their important study
of the Negro population in Chicago, Taeuber and Taeuber expressed concern over this
dilemma.
... onalysis of concomitantsof racial succession has indicated the
virtual impossibility of separating neighborhood change due to
racial transition from changes wrought by "normal" processes of
social and residential mobility. What happens to a neighborhood
seems to depend less upon changes in its racial composition than
how it fits into the general pattern of residential differentiation. 19
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The emphasis of their study is on the effects of population changes on other aspects of
the neighborhood, but they found it difficult to factor out the role of racial succession.
Racial succession is often regarded as "bad", especially by those who feel threatened
by succession. Charles Abrams devoted a book, Forbidden Neighbors, to the origin and
impact of fears regarding racial succession. He underlined the three most pressing fears
of a homeowner facing racial transition as fear of losing his: (1) social status, (2) neighbor-
hood associations, (3) investment. The critical question is whether these fears are
grounded in reality, whether they cause themselves to occur through the self-fullfilling
prophecy, or whether they are false. 2 1
The social area analysts, Bell and Shevky, were not as concerned with the pro-
cess whereby population changes occurred but rather with the impact of the changes on
their three indices: socio-economic status, urbanism, and ethnicity. Changes in these
parameters were considered indicative of the direction in which a neighborhood was
moving and gave each neighborhood a point of reference vis a vis other neighborhoods
and a point of reference against itself at different points in time. 2 2 This mode of
analysis is quite similar to the one to be pursued in the next two chapters of this study
in which we shall discover whether the various indicators one may use to measure
neighborhood change all point in tIe same direction.
4.3 CHANGES IN THE HOUSING IN A NEIGHBORHOOD
Like the people living in a neighborhood, the second element, the housing in
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the neighborhood also may serve as the focus for a study of neighborhood change., Unike
people, however, housing is stationary and remains in a fixed location, unless demolished.
The location assigns a level of non-housing services to a housing unit, some of which are:
quality of schools, crime level, and quality of city services. Housing is also a durable
commodity bought and sold in a market economy. For these two reasons, the fixed location
and durability of housing, a structure is usually occupied by several different households
over the course of time. As any of the parameters of a housing unit change, the unit will
appeal to a different type of demand. The process by which housing moves from one occu-
pant to another is known as filtering.
A large amount of literature has accumulated describing neighborhood change in
terms of changes in the housing stock of a neighborhood. Unlike population changes,
housing changes Ihove a magnitude and direction associated with them. For example, the
value of the structure may increase or decrease. Similarly, the quality may improve or
deteriorate. The only characteristic of the population that has a direction and magnitude
is socio-economic status. Because housing may change according to each of its para-
meters and within each parameter by some amount and in a particular direction, changes
in housing may more easily be studied in the context of a continuum from a declining
housing submarket to a rising housing submarket.
We shall begin our review of the theories of neighborhood change with a discussion
of the filtering process. This will be followed by a more detailed discussion of the
occupancy and structural changes that may occur in a neighborhood.
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Filtering
William Grigsby described filtering as "the dynamic aspect of the housing market,
the one aspect about which we know so little and must know so much if we are to have
effective housing and urban renewal programs."23 A large part of the difficulty in apply-
ing the concept of filtering, is a disagreement over the definition of the term. There is
some ambiguity over the element of the neighborhood system to which filtering refers and
beyond that, what parameters of the elements change in the filtering process.
To help clarify the concept of filtering, Grisby presented four different usages of the
term. These are: (1) change in occupancy as a result of a change in price or rent level, 2 4
(2) change in the position of a dwelling unit in the value scale, (3) absolute change
in price or rent level, and (4) improvement in housing conditions. 27 Each usage pre-
sents a different picture of the dynamics of neighborhood change.
There are those who feel that the private market will not build housing for low income
people, so they are dependent on filtering or government subsidized low-income con-
struction. The Baltimore Urban Observatory found that the richest segment of society
do not move in the short-run and that it is the middle-income groups who move to new
housing and release units for filtering. It is often believed that by the time housing
has reached the lowest income people the quality has dropped below what is considered
standard. John Lansing et. al. in their empirical study of filtering found that increasing
the total supply of housing is beneficial to white, low income people for whom the
housing market operates as a single market. Black households, however, were found to
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participate in a separate market and an increase in the overall supply of housing does not
reach their housing needs. 30
Understanding the various interpretations of the dynamics of filtering is critical to
understanding neighborhood change. The element of the neighborhood which ischosen for
investigation affects the way in which a neighborhood is seen as changing. In the case
of filtering one may look at changes in the income of residents, the value of housing (in
absolute terms or relative terms) or the quality of housing. Each will describe a different
process and point to a different form of policy intervention.
Occupancy Changes
As noted above, population per so except change in socio-economic status may be
regarded as a neutral occurrance. There are, however, those who feel that racial change
produces changes in the housing stock. In particular, they fear declining property values,
decreased maintenance, conversions of structures and more intensive use of structures.
We shall now discuss the controversial issue of the relationship between racial changes
and housing changes. Charles Abrams addressed himself to this question in the following
way:
It is not the race, religion, or color of a group that affects
value, but a complex of factors which differ in each case,
with each locality, with each minority, with the numbers
of the minority and the quality of their housing, and the
economic and social status of the other groups within the
community. These attitudes, moreover, depend upon the
character of the particular minority as a social entity and3 1its capacity for social assimilation within the community.
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Racial change and change in property value may not be related to each other in a simple
causal sequence. There are broader issues and circumstances that must be understood
before one may either label the causes of a change in property value or describe the
impact of a change in population.
Luigi Laurenti undertook a study to establish the relationship between property value
and race. His major statistical finding was that nonwhite entry into a previously all-
white neighborhood was associated most often with price increases or stability rather than
decreasing prices. He was unable to detect a uniform pattern of non-white influence on
property values. 32 Laurenti described the two extreme cases of what may occur during
racial change, the "glutted market" and the "short housing supply." In the first instance,
whites fear the entry of non-white residents and many properties are put on the market
at the same time. If the demand by other whites or non-whites is not sufficiently great,
prices will drop. This may only happen when there are alternatives for the white popu-
lation. The results of this panic selling may be regarded as a self-fulfilling prophecy.
Many people chose to sell out of fear of a drop in property values. Their decision, in
fact, brought about the results they were hoping to escape. A tight market would then
tend to slow down racial succession and help to prevent price declines. In the case of
the "short housing supply" whites are not anxious to move, but non-whites are anxious
to buy, creating an upward pressure on prices. There is also a whole spectrum of inter-
mediate conditions.33
Karl and Alma Taueber looked at the relationship between racial change and housing
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quality. Their concern was that
... there is confusion arising from the fact that many Negroes live in
deteriorating and blighted areas. Not considered is the fact that an
area may have been deteriorating before Negro occupancy, and would
be blighted whether occupied by whites or negroes. A second self-
fulling prophecy also operates if white owners lower their expenses
and standards of property maintenance when Negroes move in, making
it inevitable that deterioration will be accelerated.3
There is, then, no clear causal relationship between racial change and a change in housing
quality. The relationship works through other factors, of which attitude is of primary
importance. As Laurenti noted:
.the incidence of blight may be due to nonracial
causes, with the nonwhites merely being obliged,
through poverty or social pressures, to live in the
blighted areas. 3 5
The link between racial change and housing change may be attributed to other
characteristics of the inmigrating households. As Stegman noted in his study of the
inner-city housing market, racial change often implies younger, larger and sometimes
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poorer families.
In his argument for "opening up the suburbs, " to lower income people, Anthony
Downs paid close attention to the common fear of falling property values.
In the long run, I believe, such "massive transition" of an entire
neighborhood from middle-income households (whether white or
black) to mainly low-income households (whether whiteor black)
usually produces a decline in average property values, for there
is much less income in the area after such a transition than before.
If the poorer households try to make up for the lower incomes by
doubling up occupancy, this raises maintenance costs or causes
faster deterioration. Even if the poorer households spend higher
fractions of their incomes on housing, they are unlikly to attain
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the same spending levels as before. More important, the resale market
for local housing also shifts from middle-income to lower income house-
holds, who cannot afford to pay as much. 3 7
In Downs'sview, property values may only remain stable if the people leaving an area
are replaced by others of similar economic standing and if the neighborhood maintains its
reputation so as to continue attracting the same type of people. The first point has its
basis in the income elasticity of housing demand. Margaret Reid's study, Housing and
Income, stressed the fact "...that values and rents of dwelling units tend to rise markedly
with income or expected income of consumers. 3 8 In other words, the more money people
have, the more they will spend on housing. This in turn is reflected in housing quality.
We shall look at this and the attitudinal aspects of housing change in greater detail in
our discussion of the relationship between maintenance practices and structural changes,
to follow.
Structural Changes
Over time houses age and if not properly maintained, they become obsolete and deter-
iorated. Intuitively, it is clear that a change in maintenance patterns results in a change
in a structure's quality. In a competitive market, a drop in quality is tied to a drop in
the market value of the structure. This in turn may lead to a shift to lower income people.
As noted above, this may cause maintenance to be reduced further. There is some question
as to the initial point of this cycle. We began here, with the investment decision. There
are those who would begin with a change in population which sets off a decline in price
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and then a decrease in maintenance and structural decay.
The economist Hugh 0. Nourse described the relationship between the income of
resident households and their maintenance investment:
With proper maintenance and improvements, the quality of any
house could be maintained and it need not suffer economic obso-
lescence. Dwellings deteriorate because the income associated
with the property declines. If the occupant is the owner, lower
income means that less is available for maintenance and improvements,.
Declining property upkeep then is a rational adjustment to a decline
in income associated with a particular property. Since property value
is the discounted present value of earnings from progrty, its value
will decline in response to lower occupant income.
This ties maintenance decisions to the characteristics of the residents of an area. Main-
tenance investment may be treated as a purely economic decision. Maintenance is the
most optional entry on a property owner's cash flow statement, so when the income yield
of the property does not cover expenses this is the most rational point at which to cut
back spending.
Rolfe Goetze pointed out that the returns to an absentee owner are most sensitive
to neighborhood effects than to his own maintenance. 41 Jerome Rothenberg described
this phenomenon as the "prisioner's dilemma" in which it is most profitable for an owner
not to maintain his building when all of his neighbors are not. 4 2 From this it follows
"that isolated clusters of bad housing may lead to the deterioration of entire blocks or
neighborhoods. "4 3
There is one more condition under which maintenance is difficult, when the
housing itself was built flimsily or at a standard below that of most other housing. Sam
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Bass Warner attributed some of the deterioration in Boston's streetcar suburbs to shoddy
construction. 4 Charles Abrams found a similar situation in more recent suburbs.
Ironically it is the suburban house itself which has invited social
deterioration. It is small and rigidly planned, allowing for neither
expansion nor contraction to fit changing needs... Most houses are
flimsily built and no matter how much is spent on upkeep, shabbiness
becomes apparent... As costs rose in recent years, the builders cut
standards still further. The owners' maintenance costs went up still
higher, generally beyond their ability to pay. This accelerates
deterioration of the neighborhood and makes it an early candidate
for a lower economic group. 4 5
So far, property maintenance and changes in housing quality have been treated in
accord with economic principles. There is also a subjective aspect to property main-
tenance, for it is the level of property maintenance that provides a residential area with
its image to outsiders and to those searching for a place to live. Gruen and Gruen des-
cribed maintenance as a "symbolic element" to suburbanites who rely on the standard
of maintenance in their neighborhood as an indication of economic status.4 To the
extent that this is true, property maintenance may have some control over changes in
the type of people who move into a neighborhood.
Roger Krohn documented a case in Montreal, in which maintenance decisions are
not grounded in the market economy but rather in what may be called a "noneconomic"
housing economy or a peasant economy, in which goodwill and exchange of services are
the basis for most repair and maintenance work.
In this neighborhood economy, owners who regard their
houses as their homes and who have neighborhood ties
and loyalties invest enough in their buildings to attract
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stable, working-class tenants. Reciprocities and cordial
relations with these tenants reinforce the owners' inclin-
ation to maintain their building and to charge low rents.47
Here, neither economic rationality nor preservation of an image accounts for
maintenance decisions. Instead, they are based on inter-personal relationships and
loyalties. When this system breaks down and property owners are forced to rely on
financial institutions and the money market, neighborhood decline often sets in.
4.4 CHANGES IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT
Changes in the neighborhood environment, although critical to people's housing
and locational decisions, have not been studied in as great depth as changes in the first
two neighborhood elements. -
Unlike the other aspects of the neighborhood, the environment comes largely under
the public domain. The quality of the environment and the way in which it changes can
often be traced to the way in which the neighborhood is serviced by governmental agencies.
The role of municipal services in neighborhood change has not yet received a large
amount of attention in the literature, however. The environment is also influenced by
both public and private investments in new facilities and maintenance.
The environment is part of the "bundle of services" we referred to in the discussion
of housing. Besides the features of the structure itself, Kain and Quigley listed the
following as the services one purchases at a particular location: accessibility to employ-
ment, a set of neighbors, and a collection of public and quasi-public services such as
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schools, garbage collection and police protection. Through regression analysis, they
found that, "The quality of a bundle of residential services has at least as much affect
on the price of housing as such quantitative aspects as number of rooms, number of bath-
rooms, and lot size. "48 Changes in the quality of these services would have an impact
on housing values, and therefore on who will move into the neighborhood.
In the Dayton, Ohio plan for dispersing low and moderate income people into
suburban areas, the environmental context was chosen as an important leverage point
in inducing the suburban residents to accept low and moderate income people into their
neighborhoods. They assured the suburbanites of an increase in the level of services,
such as, more frequent garbage collection, improved sanitation, and improved fire and
police protection, without any increase in the property tax.4 9
Leo Grebler attributed some of the decline in the desirability of the Lower East Side
of New York to its location and the obsolete character of the land use. Among the en-
vironmental factors contributing to the decline of the area were: lack of public trans-
portation, changes in housing standards, and congested streets. In this case, the lack of
change in the environment relative to the rest of the city contributed to its decline in
attractiveness. The area had not kept up with the level of services in other areas and
as a result could no longer attract residents. 50
One of the most indepth studies of changes in the neighborhood environment was
conducted by two British authors, Franklin Medhurst and J. Parry Lewis. They claimed:
Sometimes the emphasis is on the physical decay of
buildings. At other times it is on the declining -
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attractiveness of the environment, the disappearance of
activity, the growth of "undesirable" activities or even
the quality of its ad-ninistration. 5 1
They pointed to "ill-organized" traffic as one catalyst to "environmental decay. " In
addition, the inadequacy of traffic facilities in older neighborhoods leads to further
obsolescence of neighborhood commercial areas. They found that in areas with parking
restrictions, empty stores tended to stay empty for long periods of time. This is a form
of neighborhood decay. They concluded that
If there is one inference to be drawn from the chaos of our
towns it is that their land use structure is now, in many
cases out moded. They suffer from a functional obso-
lescence, for their design no longer allows them
efficiently to fulfill their function. 5 2
A decision to intr'oduce a different land use into a neighborhood may also contribute
to neighborhood change. The construction of a highway may change the locational desir-
ability of a neighborhood by bringing it within commuting distance of employment centers.
In addition other capital improvements such as a new school or playground have positive
influences on the neighborhood as a whole. (See Appendix C for a discussion of the
effects of other types of governmental intervention).
4.5 NEIGHBORHOODS AS PART OFA SYSTEM
We have seen many of the ways in which each individual neighborhood may change
over time. The scholars of neighborhood dynamics discussed thus far have focused
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primarily on the components of change internal to the neighborhood itself. There is
another school of thought that claims that each neighborhood is part of a larger system
and that the changes that occur in each individual neighborhood are governed by economic,
political, social and psychological forces acting on the system as a whole. Most of the
system-oriented theories have their basis in theories about urban growth and development.
Ernest W. Burgess's "Concentric Zone Theory" was among the earliest of the system-
oriented theories. 53 According to Burgess, the city is composed of five circular zones
each containing a different class of people and set of activities. Changes occur through
the migration of people from one zone into the next. Homer Hoyt is the architect of
the "Sector Theory" another widely accepted theory of neighborhood change. According
to this theory, as the city grows, the fashionable districts move outward radially from
the center of the city along transportation routes or towards an existing nucleus of
buildings or trade. As this growth occurs, inner areas filter down to lower income people.
Whereas Burgess emphasized population mobility, Hoyt emphasized the filtering of
housing units in his model.
Walter Firey criticized these theories as being "idealized descriptive schemes..55
He instead put primary emphasis on cultural values as the key to understanding patterns
of neighborhood change. Edgar M. Hoover and Raymond Vernon also proposed a theory
in reaction to the earlier accepted ones. They claimed that people and residential
development do not move outward from one zone to the next but, rather, "leap frog"
to sites that suit the current or projected demand for housing. They proposed instead
126
a five stage theory of urban development. The movement of a neighborhood through
these stages is largely dependent on regional changes.
These theories of neighborhood change and urban development are important because
they place the neighborhood in its larger context of an urban area. While focusing on-
the neighborhood elements, particularly people and housing as the components of the
neighborhood that change, they include a description of the way in which neighborhoods
interact with each other and the importance of the larger -conomic, political, social,
and psychological climate in the development and change of neighborhoods.
A period of rising incomes would in Burgess's theory cause people to move to the
next wider circle and cause increased construction in the Commuter Zone. It would
push Hoyt's sectors further out and increase the speed of movement through each of
Hoover and Vernon's successive stages. During the course of population shifts and
housing construction, the neighborhoods which make upeach zone or sector are changing
in response to a situation which is exogeneous to the neighborhoods. Similar character-
izations may be drawn for other wide-scale chances such as a new transportation technology,
changes in school zoning, and careful surveillance of fair housing practices.
According to these system-oriented theories, one cannot understand the dynamics
of neighborhood change by studying a particular neighborhood. One must instead
understand its role in the city and the forces which are acting on the neighborhood and
on all the surrounding neighborhoods as well.
Large amounts of data are required to document the forces acting on each neighbor-
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hood and the role of each neighborhood in the urban system. For example, knowledge
of interest rates, governmental interventions, and changes in employment locations are
required for such an analysis of neighborhood change. Currently, computer models are
being developed to simulate this change process. 7 Although this is a critical aspect
of neighborhood research, it is beyond the scope of the current analysis. We shall
instead analyze those indicators that reveal what changes have occurred. These in turn
may serve as clues to larger regional changes.
4.6 CONCLUSION
The question of how neighborhoods change has been studied for a half century, yet
there is no consensus as to how or why neighborhoods change. Although most of the
theories presented are not area-specific, some of the ambiguity may be that each neighbor-
hood changes in a unique manner and therefore each observer will find a different dynamic.
Alternatively, the difference in the perspective of each author may account for the
variety in the interpretationsof neighborhood change.
Our concern in this study is to determine whether the indicators of neighborhood
change that may be used to monitor each of the processes described in this chapter move
in the same direction, at the same rate, and in a particular sequence. In the next
chapter we shall develop a methodology for measuring and analyzing each of the indi-
cators of neighborhood change. In the following chapter, we shall apply several indi-
cators of neighborhood change to subneighborhoods in Jamaica Plain. We shall then
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look at the changes that have occurred in the population, the housing, and the environ-
ment as revealed by the selected indicators and compare the results provided by each
indicator to see whether the focal point of the research does in fact make a difference
in the direction a neighborhood is preceived as moving. We shall also note the data
limitations and methological difficulties encountered in this investigation.
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Chapter 5: Measures of Neighborhood Change
In the previous chater, we presented a wide range of theories explaining the process
of neighborhood change. Each of the processes of change described rested primarily on a
specific element of the neighborhood, either the population, the housing, or the environ-
ment. Mobility and the resultant population turnover are among the most commonly
observed processes of neighborhood change. Housing construction and filtering are a
second set of important processes. Third, capital investments, such as highways, schools,
and playgrounds are still other major sources of neighborhood change.
Each of the these processes is very difficult to monitor. There is no single source of
data on population mobility nor on the characteristics of the movers. Nor is there any
data on their places of origin and destination or on the characteristics of the population
of these two areas respectively., This is the type of information that is necessary for
one to determine what sets of moves are associated with neighborhood change and which
are instead just shifts in similar types of people. Similarly, the amount and geographic
extent of deterioration in a city's housing stock is very difficult to monitor, yet this is
a critical aspect of neighborhood change. Housing deterioration is also generally asso-
ciated with unsafe living conditions, housing abandonment, and a change in the compo-
sition of the population. Finally, the location of capital investments may be gleaned
from the annual reports of various municipal agencies, but this does not tell the analyst
the number of people relocated in a highway construction project nor the impact of the
highway on the surrounding neighborhood. In an analysis of neighborhood change,
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knowledge of the location of the investment is only useful if the impact of the project
is also understood.
Because all of these processes are so difficult to monitor, the neighborhood analyst
is often forced to analyze the indicators of neighborhood change as proxies for the process
itself. Each of these indicators is a characteristic of the neighborhood which may be
measured at different points in time. Their changes may be calculated and analyzed
using easily available data. Because most neighborhood analysts have neither the time
nor the resources to gather the large amount of data required to study the actual process,
it is important to have a clear understanding of the information provided by the various
indicators. In this chapter, we shall explore the importance of several of the indicators
of neighborhood change, in particular, those indicators which provide information on
changes in a neighborhood's population, housing, and environment. We shall discuss
how each reflects the changes occurring in a neighborhood and how each may be measured
and monitored. Because so many people consciously or unconsciously rely on indicators
in their evaluation of a neighborhood, it is important to determine whether the various
indicators point to the same process, that is whether they move in the same direction,
at the same rate and in a standard sequence. The application of various indicators to
Jamaica Plain in the next chapter will shed some light on this issue.
An analysis of the indicators of neighborhood change does not provide information
on the cause of change, rather it surfaces the types of changes occurring in a neighbor-
hood and provides information on the direction and rate of change. The indicators also
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provide a clue to the potential occurrance of bther changes which may then be checked
using other indicators. If in application, the various indicators of neighborhood change
do not point in the same direction as commonly believed, one must be especially careful
in drawing inferences on other changes based on the knowledge of the behavior of a
single indicator or some small set of indicators.
In addition to selecting a set of indicators to monitor, one must have a standard by
which to evaluate how much change in the indicator actually constitutes neighborhood
change. For example, if the median income of a neighborhood has dropped by five per-
cent, has the neighborhood changed or must the income level drop by 25 percent to
actually be considered an aspect of neighborhood change? Although this is a crucial
question, it is also a very difficult one that has not been adequately covered in the lit-
erature on neighborhood change. In those instances where we have supporting information,
we shall discuss the question of a threshold for change. In the case of those indicators
for which a threshold level has not yet been ascertained, we shall assume a particular
standard, for illustrative purposes.
Let us now discuss several of the indicators associated with the processes by which
the three critical neighborhood elements change.
5.1 POPULATION CHANGES: MOBILITY
As noted above and in the previous chapter, people are the primary element in
those theories of neighborhood change which focus on the mobility process. Mobility
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is constantly occurring. A large amount of population turnover, however, does not lead
to neighborhood change. When it does, those aspects of the population most likely to
change are: socio-economic status, race, culture and values, or age distribution. These
may then serve as indicators of neighborhood change.
The changes in turn may occur in response to other neighborhood changes such as
new employment possibilities or a change in the housing stock. Changes in the population
composition are also important in that they may induce certain adaptations on the part
of the other aspects of the neighborhood, such as changes in the curriculum of the neighbor-
hood school or changes in the merchandise offered in local stores.
The socio-economic status of the residents of a neighborhood contributes largely to
the reputation of that neighborhood and influences who future residents will be. The
most common trend is for people to be replaced by people of a similar or of a slightly
lower status. David Birch hypothesized that the new residents who are reaching up to
a better neighborhood aresimultaneously pulling down their new neighborhood to a
lower level with their arrival. I The neighborhood will in turn continue to attract lower
status residents. For the orginal residents, the neighborhood has declined. The new
residents on the other hand have experienced upward mobility.
Many cities have a few isolated examples of neighborhoods that have undergone
quite dramatic increases in the socio-economic status of their residents. These are the
areas that are "rediscovered" by artists or young professionals or have been the site
of extensive Urban Renewal. Among the most important examples are: Georgetown
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in Washington, D.C., Society Hill in Philadelphia, and the South End in Boston. In
each case, the "rediscovered" area is interspersed with poorer people and is bordered by
areas of much lower socio-economic status.
Different aspects of the socio-economic index (SEt) and different sorts of changes in
it interest different neighborhood analysts. Social welfare organizations monitor changes
in the lower strata of the population to determine those areas needing greatest assistance
or to determine whether the remedial programs they provided have helped to improve the
socio-economic status of the area's residents and thus induced neighborhood improvements.
Bankers may analyze the geographic distribution of changes in income, in their decisions
as to where to place a branch bank.
A change in the SEI is, however, indicative of more than just a change in the index's
component variables. It means that the area is appealing to a different class of residents,
perhaps because of a change in the locus of specific types of employment opportunities or
changes in the housing market. A change from an upper income, highly educated, pro-
fessional population to a middle income, high school educated blue-collar population
carries with it also, a change in the neighborhood's social institutions, a change in the
children's attitude toward school and education, and a change in the types of merchan-
dise local stores should stock.
All three variables in the socio-economic index (SEt) are provided in the tract level
decennial census. This forces the analyst to work within the arbitrarily defined groupings
of people associated with a particular census tract. In addition, the analyst is also
-9
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limited to a ten year period within which to monitor changes. A change in the magnitude
of the socio-economic index indicates a change in the socio-economic status of that tract
(or neighborhood) as compared to the base city. Because the index is composed of three
different elements, each measured on different scales, it is not clear how large a change
in the index would be considered significant. Any change at all, however, indicates
that the census tract is changing at a different rate than the base city. For our analysis,
this will be the standard for neighborhood change.
For those most concerned with changes in the number of people living in poverty,
an important source of data is the number of people who rely on public assistance as their
sole source of income. This information is currently available in the 1970 tract level
census and will probably appear in all future decennial enumerations to allow a compar-
ison of changes over time. Although individual cases are kept confidential, aggregate
statistics on welfare recipients in a particular area may possibly be obtained from the
state. This would allow the analyst to choose the geographic district most useful for his
analysis and also allow him to select the time frame he wishes for his analysis.
The second most important population-related indicator of neighborhood change is
racial change. The measure commonly used in analyses of racial change is the change
in the proportion of minority residents. Commonly, an increase in the proportion of
minority residents is associated with neighborhood decline in that minorities hold an
unfavorable social position in our society. White residents often fear the inmigration of
minority groups. This prejudical reaction causes the neighborhood to decline in its
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appeal to white residents as the proportion of non-white residents increases. This is the
underlying explanation of the "tipping-point" phenomenon. That is, when the non-
white population reaches a particular proportion of the population, the area will inevitably
become entirely minority inhabited. 2 Some scholars have refuted this theory, but the
majority support it. Myerson and Banfield claimed that the critical "tipping-point" is
thirty-three percent minority inhabited. 3
The decinnial census, again, is the most useful source of data on racial change.
Enumerations have been published at both the block and the tract levels. The most import-
ant population groups in the Boston area who can be studied using census data are: white,
negro, Spanish-speaking, and foreign stock. Using block level data, one may in addition
to analyzing changes in the proportion of white, and black residents, analyze the geo-
graphic distribution of concentrations of minority people over time. A standard of homo-
geneity may be selected such as 51 percent or a measure relative to the base city, as
suggested in Part I, One may then plot the change in the size of the homogeneous
neighborhood as defined by that particular ethnic group. This provides data on the degree
of succession occurring and data on the characteristics of an area just prior to racial change.
As an alternative to the "tipping-point" theory, racial change may be regarded as signifi-
cant when the proportion of change exceeds the proportion of change for the base city.
The culture or values of the residents of a neighborhood are another indicator that
may be monitered in an analysis of neighborhood change. Changes in this dimension of
the neighborhood are most important when one is studying a cohesive neighborhood where
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residents with a dissident value orientation would be disruptive to the established way of
life in that neighborhood. Among the aspects of culture that are most important are:
child rearing practices, attitudes towards the home, and public behavior.
Again the values of the residents of a neigborhood contribute to that neighborhood's
reputation and attractiveness. A divergence from the middle-class norm is often considered
a negative influence on the neighborhood. Culture is often closely tied to socio-economic
status and ethnic background. Certain special neighborhoods like the Italian North End
in Boston and New York's Chinatown have a unique and often romanticized culture. In
these special cases, the acculturation and Americanization of the second and third gener-
ations or the in--migrationof .on-Italian or non-Chinese residents respectively are considered
aspects of neighborhood decline.
Culture is a difficult variable to analyze in an "arm's length" investigation. It
instead requires such intensive first-hand techniques as interviewing and participant obser-
vation. When one is searching for cultural changes, the intensive investigation must
continue over a considerable period of time.
The final characteristic of the population to be discussed in terms of its role as an
indicator of neighborhood change is the age distribution of the population. This is a
critical factor when one is looking at mobility patterns. As Rossi discovered, the primary
purpose for a move is to adjust housing size to family size. Family size is in turn closely
related to the ages of the family members. This indicator is also important for decisions
on neighborhood facilities. An increase in the number of young households points towards
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a need for increasededucational and recreational facilities. Elderly people require a
different set of neighborhood institutions such as visiting nurses and meeting rooms.
As in the case of racial change, a change in the age distribution of a neighborhood's
population may not objectively be used to label the direction of neighborhood change.
However, as noted in the previous chapter, a change in the age distribution of the popu-
lation is an important indicator of other concurrent trends which may in turn be related
to neighborhood decline or improvement. The aging of a neighborhood's population which
over time may result in a predominantly elderly population is generally also associated
with a reduction in the income of neighborhood residents. Knowledge of the fact that
the income reduction in a neighborhood is largely attributed to the aging of the population
rather than the inmigration of poor people has important implications for the outcome of
the neighborhood analysis and the decisions which are based upon it.
In the case of homeowners, aging may result in decreased housing maintenance. 5 An
influx of farnilies with large numbers of children may also potentially be an indication
of neighborhood decline in that children may be destructive to the housing stock. Large
families also often have little discretionary income left for maintenance after the fixed
expenses of each household member are met. Large numbers of college students, even
though they often inflate rentals, an indication of neighborhood improvement, may also
cause greater noise or property abuse, indicators of neighborhood decline. On the other
hand, middle-aged couples with no children ("empty nesters") are often positive additions
to a neighborhood because they add a mark of stability and respectability. Age infor-
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mation must be combined with income or socio-economic status information to give a true
picture of the dynamics which are occurring in a given neighborhood.
The character of a neighborhood changes with a change in the age distribution. An
area which has over time become predominantly elderly has a very different atmosphere
from the atmosphere it may have had during a period in which it had predominantly middle-
aged couples or young families. In addition, as noted above, the neighborhood facilities
must also change to adapt to the changing population needs. Grocery stores may need
to provide delivery service. Day care centers may become less important than meeting
rooms or card rooms.
As in the case of changes in socio-economic status, the primary source of data on
changes in the age distribution of a neighborhood's population is the decennial tract level
census. A comparison of the changes in each tract's age distribution over a ten year period
with the changes for the city as a whole will provide information on the relative impor-
tance of the trends observed in that tract.
A related factor to age distribution is the incidence of female-headed households.
An increase in female-headed households is a common indicator of familial instability
and neighborhood decline. This data again is available in the 1970 tract level census
and will probably be available in future enumerations to allow a study of change in
this indicator over time.
Although each of these proxies for the mobility process are measures of changes in
the characteristics of the residents of a neighborhood, the information they provide, may
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serve as clues to other changes that are also occurring in the neighborhood.
5.2 HOUSING CHANGES: FILTERING
Filtering is the principal process of neighborhood change which hinges on the area's
housing stock. Filtering is the process by which housing units change owners or occupants.
As noted in the previous chapter, many different aspects of the neighborhood change in
the filtering process: the people may become poorer; the housing may decline in absolute
value, or decline in value relative to the rcst of the city; the housing may deteriorate;
or some combination of these may occur. The filtering process is generally initiated
through the addition of new units to the housing stock. New construction, itself may
also introduce changes into a neighborhood. New construction may change a vacant
tract of land into an inhabited area or new construction may replace older deteriorated
housing, thus introducing a different type of structure into a neighborhood.
Changes in the characteristics of a neighborhood's housing are most commonly moni-
tored by realtors, investors, bankers, and residents. The type of housing in a neighborhood
may serve as a clue to the type of people living in the area, as well as a clue to the
other non-housing neighborhood services.
As in the case of population changes,the characteristics of housing that differentiate
one neighborhood from another are also the indicators of neighborhood change. Most
important among the indicators are changes in quality, price or rent level, tenure, and
intensity of use of the neighborhood's housing. Each of these indicators may be measured
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to determine where a neighborhood is on the continuum of a declining to an improving
neighborhood.
One of the most important indicators of neighborhood change is housing quality.
A change in quality may be a result of new construction, rehabilitation, or deterioration.
It is largely the quality of a neighborhood's housing that determine's a passerby's impression
of a neighborhood. Over time, the appearance of the neighborhood's housing is a clue
to the observer of what is happening in that neighborhood.
The quality of a structure is dependent on both the quality of the initial construction
and the level of maintenance. Under normal circumstances, if not maintained, all
structures will deteriorate. Some structures, however, will deteriorate more rapidly than
others, just on the basis of construction quality. On the other hand, given similarly con-
structed houses, investment in maintenance is the primary deciding factor in housing
quality. As maintenance is deferred, the cost of bringing a unit up to standard condition
becomes increasingly more expensive.6
Because repairs and maintenance often require large amounts of capital, the decision
to invest in maintenance must be weighed against other forms of investment. Among the
factors that enter into such an investment decision are: potential return on a rehabilitation
or maintenance investment, expectations concerning surrounding properties, and com-
mittment to the neighborhood. As noted in the previous chapter, resident owners are
more likely to invest in maintenance than absentee owners in an otherwise declining
area. They are more conerned with their own home and preserving their own investment
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and are less motivated by the larger market forces that may undermine their individual
investment than are absentee-owners. Maintenance decisions alone may be analyzed
to help determine people's expectations of their neighborhood. Reduced maintenance
would point to a pessimistic evaluation of the neighborhood's future on the part of owners.
If they are unsure of their ability to bring in an adequate return on their investment,
investors will find major repairs economically unfeasible, and curtail maintenance.
An upward transitional neighborhood is one in which the quality of the housing is
improving as a result of either public or private initiative. A rehabilitation or code enforce-
ment program may result in property improvement. Some neighborhoods have undergone
private sector upgrading in which residents have independently chosen to upgrade or re-
habilitate their homes without governmental impetus.
There are many stable neighborhoods in which there is no descernable change in
property quality. In these areas a steady level of property maintenance is followed.
The exact quality level may differ from one stable neighborhood to another. For example,
an area of luxury apartments may remain stable at a high quality levelwhile a less luxurious
rental neighborhood or a public housing project may remain stable but at a lower quality
level. In addition, although quality may remain stable, the relative appeal of a partic-
ular structure may change over time as building standards and tastes change. This is a
different sort of quality decline, one which is based on the link between people and
housing submarkets. This type of change does, however, have an influence on the dir-
ection a neighborhood would be perceived as moving.
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Housing quality is very difficult to measure and monitor. Until 1970, there was a
three level quality classification in the decennial census. The exact definitions of each
level changed from census to census, causing comparisons to be questionable. In addition,
the criteria for rating a structure were applied subjectively by various enumerators causing
inconsistencies within the data for a single enumeration period. A measurement of housing
quality was finally excluded from the 1970 census. There have been several methods
suggested for approximating housing quality on the basis of the data supplied in the 1970
census. These in turn may be used for comparisons over time. 7 Among those proxy measures
available in the census are: age of structure, the existence of plumbing, heating, and
kitchen facilities and the existence of direct access to the unit. Comparisons of plumbing
over ten year intervals are still impossible using the published census because in 1960 a
measure of plumbing was tied to a measure of housing quality. Because of sample changes
from census to census, data on age of structure is also difficult to compare. It does, however,
provide information on the amount of new construction. In most inner city areas, however,
a large amount of the construction is undertaken using housing subsidy programs, thus
adding further ambiguity to the information provided by this indicator, When the con-
struction is not in response to market forces, it does not provide an accurate picture of
the housing market.
There are other sources of quality data. Some cities have conducted surveys to moni-
tor the level of code violations. 8 If follow-up surveys are conducted at regular intervals,
this may be used as an indicator of neighborhood change. The Boston Redevelopment
- - -~- - I
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Authority (BRA) used a wind-shieldsurvey conducted by the Housing Inspection Depart-
ment (HID) to classify the neighborhoods of Boston according to the cost of bringing the
housing stock up to standard quality. This housing quality information was used as the
basis for policy suggestions. 9 Again, if a follow-up survey were to be conducted, one
would be in a position to label each neighborhood as declining, stable, or improving on
the basis of a dollar scale which reflects the change in the cost of bringing the units up
to standard. Although there is a major subjective element involved in such an undertaking,
it does provide a usable measure of neighborhood change, especially for governmental
officials interested in how to best use resources for housing. They may invest a small
amount of money in reasonably good quality housing and rehabilitate a large number of
units or put a major investment into the worst units. Those units declining most slowly
may be regarded as the safest investments. On the other hard, those units declining
most rapidly may have the greatest need for public intervention.
Finally, the analyst may conduct a field investigation himself over a period of
several years using an explicit check list to minitor the quality level of structures. He
may, alternatively, rely on the more subjective evaluation of residents by conducting
interviews with a sample of residents and owners to learn about their maintenance
policies as well as changes they have observed in the quality of housing in their neighbor-
hood over various time intervals.
Housing values and rent levels are another set of commonly used indicators of
neighborhood change. It is often believed that housing value and rentals are highly
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correlated with many other indicators of neighborhood change. Therefore, they are
often used as a concrete source of evidence that neighborhood change has occurred.
Housing values are dependent both on the characteristics of the structure itself: its size,
quality, and layout, as well as the characteristics of the neighborhood: the type of
people, quality of the schools and quality of the city services, location and access to
work and shopping. Therefore, a change in housing value may reflect a change in many
other variables as well. A rise in value, an indication of an upward transitional neighbor-
hood may have its roots in a new transit line into town, raising the demand for housing
in a particular neighborhood.
A decline in a neighborhood's housing value represents a decrease in the demand for
housing in that neighborhood or a relative increase in the price of supplying housing services.
As in the case of upward transitional neighborhoods, the causes of declining demand are
varied, but generally reflected in value. Rent levels operate similarly.
The above scenerio is most descriptive of a perfect market in which all people bid
for housing equally on the basis of their respective economic capabilities. In practice,
there are some imperfectionsin the housing market. Certain areas are "red-lined" by
financial institutions, thus precluding people from purchasing homes. This in turn
reduces property values. Certain types of residents are charged more than a fair market
rent because of either discrimination in the housing market or inadequate information on
housing options. Large families or welfare families who may potentially cause more wear
and tear on the structure or who are poor credit risks may be charged a greater rent than
150
the free market would allow. Other neighborhood characteristics such as high crime
rates, high insurance rates, or high fire rates may also provide owners with a need to
charge higher rents. An area which has an increasing number of students will have a
rising rent level because of the ability of students to pay more for a unit than a family
with a single source of income.
As noted previously, in the discussion of the literature on housing changes, housing
values may vary with a change in the racial composition of population and the number
of housing options open to both white and non-white residents. In addition, outside
institutions like realtors and lenders may use discriminatory practices which in turn alter
the market value of a structure. It follows then, that changes in housing value or rent
may not always be positively correlated with changes in the socio-economic status of the
residents or the quality of the housing.
Once again, the block level and tract level decennial census provide data on
both housing values and rent levels. The value figures are based on "the respondant's
estimate of how much the property (house and lot) would sell for if it were for sale. "10
It is not certain whether most people have a realistic idea of what their house is worth
on the market. Some may use their purchase price which may be too high in a declining
neighborhood and too low in an upward transitional neighborhood, thus blurring the
true trends. When a comparison is made over several census periods, an inflation factor
must be applied to all figures to make them comparable over time.
An alternative method for studying value trends is to catelogue all the property
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sales in a neighborhood over a specific time period and compare sale prices at both
ends of the period. As noted in the second chapter, this data is available from many
sources. In the Boston area, the easiest to use is Banker and Tradesman, a weekly publi-
cation. Because only a small fraction of houses are sold in a given year and not all
houses in a neighborhood are exactly comparable, this method of analysis may be inexact.
Local realtors and housing managers are important alternative sources of information
on rental trends in a given neighborhood.
Changes in tenure are also important indicators of rnighborhood change. Some struc-
tures are constructed explicitly for rental occupancy. There are, however, cases in which
a single-family house switches from being owner-occupied to being rental-occupied or the
other way around. In addition, the units in a structure may, over time, be subdivided to
accomodate more households or be merged to house fewer households. A switch from owner-
occupancy to renter-occupancy often occurs when mortgages are difficult to acquire. In-
vesters buy the structures with cash or are able to obtain credit on the basis of their large
number of other holdings. Several studies have documented the importance of owner-resi-
dence in maintaining a structure. Non-owners have no investment to protect. The presence
of the owner of a multi-unit structure is better than "arms length" management in that it
allows better supervision of the property and helps decrease owner-tenant frictions.
The scenerio of disinvestment and investor ownership is most common in older inner
city areas and generally indicates neighborhood decline. Tenure changes do not always
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move in the direction of resident owner to rental occupancy. In the "rediscovered" areas
there is often a switch from rental-occupancy to owner-occupancy. This is a case of
neighborhood improvement.
Data on tenure is available at both the block level and the tract level in the
decennial census. As was true with the previous indicators, one may look at changes in
the proportion of owner-occupied structures to determine the trend occurring in a neighbor-
hood. From the census, however, one may not determine the number of units that changed
tenure, the number of units converted to single family occupancy, nor the number of sub-
divided units.
The final aspect of housing that should be monitored in a study of neighborhood change
is the intensity of use of the housing stock. Households with greater than one person per
room are commonly considered to be experiencing a form of housing deprivation, over-
crowding. An increase in the number of overcrowded units (an increase in the number of
units with more than one person per room) is associated with neighborhood decline for
several reasons. First, most households that live in overcrowded conditions are forced to
live there because they are too poor to live in adequate dwelling units. Second, the
greater the intensity of use of a unit or structure, the more stress that is put on the structure
and the more difficult it is to maintain the quality of the housing unit. Third, the greater
the population density in a neighborhood, the higher the liklihood of epidemics and the
spread of contagious diseases. Again an increase in the incidence of certain diseases
is indicative of neighborhood decline. One common way in which overcrowding is
encouraged is through conversions of previously large units to smaller units.
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The major source of data on changes in the level of overcrowding is the block level
and tract level decennial census. Neighborhood decline occurs when the percent of
households with greater than one person per room increases at a rate faster than the city
as a whole and vice versa for an upward transitional neighborhood. One may also monitor
the number of building permits granted in a neighborhood for conversions. The greater
the number of conversions, the higher the likelhood of a change in the amount of over-
crowding.
Housing is the neighborhood element most often used as the point of public intervention
in the neighborhood. Some of the forms of public intervention that have an influence on
housing are: code enforcement, rent control, Urban Renewal, highway construction, and
property tax policy. (For a discussion of the relationship between each of these forms of
intervention and neighborhood change, see Appendix C). These programs are not all
directed at the same aspect of housing. If the different indicators of neighborhood change
do provide divergent information, it is important in the development of such neighbor-
hood-based programs to understand the behavior of all the different indicators of neighbor-
hood change, not just the one directly related to the aspect of the housing that is being
manipulated.
5.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES: MUNICIPAL AND PRIVATE INVESTMENT
The neighborhood environment is the broadest of the neighborhood elements and the
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one providing the most obvious clue to living conditions in a neighborhood. Trash strewn
streets and abandoned warehouses are associated with poverty. Large green lawns and
newly paved streets point to affluence and comfort. The changes in these aspects of
the neighborhood, however, are more difficult to report on than changes in the other
aspects of the neighborhood. The data required for monitoring the various aspects of the
environment is not codified in any data series. For example, one may not easily determine
whether the amount of trash on the streets has increased or decreased over a five or ten
year period on the basis of reported data.
As noted in the previous chapter, those processes most influential in changing a
neighborhood's environmental features are the level and form of municipal and private
investment. Municipal investments may take the form of city services such as garbage
collection, police protection and schools; or capital improvements such as highway con-
struction or a new gymnasium. Private investments come into play in changes in land use
decisions such as the construction of an industrial park or shopping center in a previously
residential neighborhood or less dramatically in the form of changes in the type of commer-
cial facilities in a neighborhood. Both of these processes are important primarily in their-
impact on neighborhood appearance and in their contribution to the relative desirability
of the neighborhood for various groups. Let us now look more closely at these processes
and the proxies available for measuring them.
In terms of neighborhood appearance, the most important services are refuse collection,
street cleaning and street repair. A decline in neighborhood safety and comfort may be
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associated with inadequate fire and police service. Along with appearance and safety,
perspective residents are most concerned with the quality of schools and recreational
facilities. A common reason for a move to the suburbs is for better schools and more play
space for children. Upgrading these aspects of an inner-city neighborhood could poten-
tially help the neighborhood hold on to its residents or attract new higher income residents.
It is very difficult to objectively measure changes in the level of these city services.
The most commonly suggested proxy is a change in the per capita expenditure by a muni-
cipal agency in a particular neighborhood. This is an imperfect measure in that changes
in technology or economies of scale may allow the per capita expenditure to drop or remain
the same over time, while the quality of the service provided is improving. In addition,
expenditure figures for the city are rarely broken down by service district or neighbor-
hood to allow a comparison of per capita expenditures over time. When they are, it is
still difficult to determine both the impact of expenditure changes on the neighborhood
and the reason for expenditure changes. Perhaps expenditures may rise because of an
increase in the cost of labor or supplies. This may not be translated into improvement
in the neighborhood's quality.
Crime rates, over the course of several years and by neighborhood are available from
the police department upon special request. An increase in crime points to a decline
in the relative appeal of a neighborhood. This again, however, may be deceptive be-
cause crime rates only contain reported crimes. An increase in the numberofcrimes
detected may indicate improved police protection and not an increase in crime. Then,
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the same indicator may be interpreted in different ways, giving a different picture of the
dynamics of a neighborhood.
The quality of education is very difficult to evaluate. Some educators place greatest
emphasis on inputs such as expenditures and student-teacher ratios. Others look at out-
put in the form of student achievement levels. The input data is available in the annual
report submitted by the superintendent of schools. Comparisons may be made over a period
of several years to determine whether the expenditures on schools has increased or decreased.
There are still others, however, who believe the home environment and a child's peers are
most critical to his educational achievement and the quality of the school, its facilities
and its teachers only secondary. In evaluating changes in the quality of education, one
may look at: expenditures per pupil, student-teacher ratios, education level of parents,
or achievement test scores. A proxy for parental concern with education may be attendance
records. This again is available in the annual report.
As noted above, besides the provision of services, the public sector is largely respon-
sible for making capital improvements such as new highways, recreational facilities and
schools. These all may have both positive and negative effects on a neighborhood. The
construction of a new highway may change the locational desirability of a particular
neighborhood by bringing the area closer to important destinations. On the other hand,
a highway may split apart cohesive neighborhoods and disrupt large numbe rs of households.
In planning for a highway, both the monetary and social costs and benefits must be
measured.
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In analyzing the changes occurring in a neighborhood, the changes that have been
induced by the capital improvements must be taken into account. In this case, the indi-
cators of change are aspects of the other two neighborhood elements. One may look at
the change in the socio-economic or racial composition of the population surrounding the
highway to determine whether the investment increased or decreased the desirability of
the neighborhood for wealthier residents. One may determine whether any housing was
removed and the type of housing that was removed by looking at the block level census
for the period before the construction of the highway. The changes in the value of the
remaining housing stock may then be analyzed by comparing the value of the remaining
stbck before and after the highway construction. If the highway provides an important
transportation link for the nearby residents, property values near the highway may rise.
If on the other hand, the highway does not serve the needs of the residents, housing values
may drop in response to the fumes, noise, and other environmental disruptions caused by
the new highway.
An increase in recreational space such as vest-pocket parks, tot lots, skating rinks,
tennis courts, and gymnasiums mark an objective improvement in the neighborhood's
quality. Data on these additions to a neighborhood are available in the annual report
of the Department of Parks and Recreation. In addition, one may look at how existing
facilities are cared for and used over a period of time for further information on the
dynamics of a neighborhood. Decreased public concern or increased vandalism for
example, would be indicated by the accumulation of refuse and glass on a public basket-
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ball court. A change from a well-kept and frequently used court to a run-down, dangerous,
unused court is indicative of neighborhood decline. One may only measure these sorts of
changes through frequent visits and monitoring the area first hand.
The above indicators are all based on action or inaction on the part of the public sector.
There are also environmental changes which do not come under the jurisdiction of the public
sector. Changes in the type and quality of commercial facilities are important indicators
of neighborhood change,controlled bythe private sectors. Commercial establishments gen-
erally try to gear their stock to the market they serve. If stores begin to stock less expen-
sive clothing or furniture, decline is signaled. The opening of a new, modern, higher
priced store, speciality shop, or gourmet restaurant points to an upward transitional
neighborhood. A further indication of neighborhood decline is an increase in the number
of stores going out of business or store fronts which have been boarded up. Not only
does this mark a drop in neighborhood demand but also constitutes a form of visual blight.
Similarly, an increase in commercid establishments marks neighborhood vibrancy and
growth.
Many older neighborhoods with a commercial district running along the main street
of the neighborhood do not have adequate parking facilities for heavy shopping. This
inconveniance contributes to the decline of the neighborhood shopping district and
contributes to the growth in appeal of suburban shopping centers and suburban residential
neighborhoods.
To measure the movement of this indicator, one may keep a running survey of
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store openings, closings, and vacancies. A vacancy period longer than the average
for the city as a whole is an indication of decline. The quality and price of merchandise
in old and new stores may also be monitored for changes over time. Although the data
is not readily available, a change in the profit figures for various stores is another measure-
ment of the direction in which a neighborhood is moving. Another labor intensive research
method is to perform a head count of the number of people using a particular store during
comparable weeks over a several year period. The volume of business may then be com-
pared to determine the direction of movement.
Both public and private actions also contribute to the image of the neighborhood.
Those factors that contribute most to the level of visual appeal of a neighborhood are:
the amount of litter on the ground, the condition of the housing, the amount of abandon-
ment of both the stores and housing, the condition of streets and sidewalks, the amount of
defacing of public and private property such as graffitti, or broken windows, and the
existence of land uses incompatible with residential uses such as gas stations, vacant lots,
and factories or warehouses.
Again, measures of these factors are neither catalogued nor published. Each re-
quires first-hand observations over a period of years. In addition, visual appeal is a
subjective indicator which requires a more objective index to be imposed upon it. Photo-
graphs of the same places taken at different points in time are a very useful source of
data. One may also rank the condition of buildings, sidevalks, and streets according
to an explicit rating scheme. The rate of increase in abandonment and rehabilitation
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are other objective indicators of decline and upgrading respectively.
The final process of neighborhood change to be discussed is a change in the locational
desirability of the neighborhood. This was one of the most critical factors involved in
the decline of the Lower East Side as described by Leo Grebler. 12 Mass transit had by-
passed this area and industry had moved out. The area eventually became cut off from
the rest of the city.
According to location theory, people bid for the most convenient locations. 13 Improved
transportation and changes in industrial location, change the time-distance ratio between
many neighborhoods and employment locations. Changes in the routes and efficiency of
mass transit, changes in the highway system, and changes in the locational choices of
industry are all aspects of changes in the locational desirability of a neighborhood. A
new rapid transit stop in a neighborhood may improve the desirability of the neighborhood
while the curtailment of bus service to downtown or to an employment center is a mark
of decline in the desirability of the neighborhood. Each of these may in turn influence
what types of people will choose to live in the neighborhood and the value and quality
of the area's housing.
Transportation specialists use computer models to note the time required to commute
between particular locations by various modes of transportation. 14 These types of models
could be used to monitor the relative accessibility of various neighborhoods over time.
Also, changes in transit routes and stops, changes in street and highway patterns, and
changes in employment location may all be monitored to determine the relative improve-
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ment or decline in a neighborhood's locational desirability.
Changes in the neighborhood environment may be charted from many different per-
spectives, none of the data for which is readily available in published form. Research
deadlines rarely allow a ten year data collection period. Old residents and community
leaders, people who spend their time in the neighborhood, may be interviewed as import-
ant sources of data on all the different aspects of environmental change. They may pro-
vide information on when particular changes became obvious and the impacts of these
changes on other aspects of the neighborhood.
5.4 SUMMARY
As found in Part I, the three most important research tools available to the analyst
of neighborhood change are published documents, interviews, and observations. Because
the boundaries for census tracts are held constant and many of the data classifications in
the census have remained comparable, the decennial census has come to be the single
most important source of data in charting changes in the population and housing. This,
however, limits the analyst to changes observable during ten year intervals. It does not
allow him to determine when the change first appeared or when it had greatest momentum.
During a ten year period as well, several countervailing trends may have occurred,
giving the impression of stability. Most of the literature on neighborhood change did not
discuss a time frame for the changes documented. Hoover and Vernon in fact claimed
that they did not know how long it took for a neighborhood to move from one stage to
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the next. They merely listed the indicators that identify that a change has occurred.15
Interviews may remedy some of the problems caused by using census data. In a
survey of neighborhood residents, one may ask about changes over different time ranges
or ask the respondant if certain changes have occurred while they have lived in the neighbor-
hood and the approximate timing and pace of the change. This introduces a subjective
element into the analysis. However, people's perceptions of changes in their neighborhood
are among the most irmportant reasons for studying neighborhood change. Their perceptions
provide data on the desirability of the neighborhood which in turn influences other
aspects of the neighborhood. If people are more sensitive to certain changes than to
others, these may be the aspects of the neighborhood upon which one should focus remedial
programs. People may have more tolerance for certain forms of decline than other forms.
In addition, different types of people may be more sensitive to different types of changes.
The elderly are not concerned with the quality of schools. Spanish-speaking residents
may find a school inadequate if it does not provide a bilingual program while the rest
of the population may be very satisfied with the school. This attitudinal information
is available from interviews. Also, as noted in the review of the literature on neighbor-
hood change, many changes occur in accord with a self-fulling prophecy based on people's
attitudes toward their neighborhood and toward other neighborhoods.
The final research technique, participant observation, is only practiced for changes
occurring in the short term. Monitoring ten and twenty year changes first hand is an
unrealistic research task. First hand observations, however, are an important way to
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monitor smaller less obvious changes such as changes in the mood of the residents and
their feelings toward their neighborhood, subtle differences in maintenance practices,
differences between old residents and new arrivals, and the level of daily city services
and neighborhood appearance.
In every case, the changes that occur in a neighborhood are relative. Decline in
property values in an area of $75,000 homes may have different implications than a decline
in property values in an area of $20,000 homes. Similarly, a rise in income in a very high
income area does not have the same relevance as a rise in income in a previously low-
income area. One must look at the two end points of the change as well as the direction
of change and the amount of change that has occurred. One must also look at changes
in the context of city-wide trends. If rent levels are rising throughout the city, an in-
crease in the median rent in a specific tract does not indicate upward movement unless
the increase is greater than the overall citywide increase in rent levels. Another diffi-
culty in analyzing indicators of neighborhood change is a notion of how large a change
in each indicator is significant.
In our own analysis of changes in Jamaica Plain, to follow in the next chapterwe have
chosen the ten year period from 1960 to 1970 as the period for which we shall analyze
the behavior of various indicators. This allows a comparison between two decennial census
periods. Because of the limited time-frame for this investigation, an in depth interview
with residents was not possible nor was a several year period of participant observation
feasible. A longer interval than ten years did not appear to be necessary for this investi-
gation of the degree of uniformity in the information on neighborhood change provided
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by the various indicators.
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Chapter 6: A Case Study of Neighborhood Change: The Subareas of Jamaica Plain.
In this final chapter, we shall apply several different indicators of neighborhood change
to Jamaica Plain to explore various aspects of change. In particular we want to first, de-
termine whether different indicators of neighborhood change point in different directions or
describe a different magnitude or pattern of change and second, we want to analyze the
methodology involved in monitoring the various indicators. This knowledge is critical for
the evaluation of a neighborhood's dynamics for many public and private decisions.
As noted earlier, most of the literature on neighborhood change does not include a
definition of the term, neighborhood. In addition, rarely do any of the neighborhood analysts
describe the size of the neighborhood whose changes they.are analyzing. These are major
flaws in the existing literature on neighborhood change, because as determined in the first
section of this study, both t6e neighborhood definition and the scale of the neighborhood
are critical to locating neighborhood boundaries. It is the neighborhood boundaries which
in turn determine the radius within which changes are to be analyzed. As the neighborhood
size increases, changes are blurred and distinctions are hidden due to area-wide averaging.
At too small a scale, raindr aberrations from the norm show up too distinctly as fluctuations.
In the third chapter, we learned that Jamaica Plain is a varied neighborhood in terms of
its residents, its housing, and its environment and is only a neighborhood on the basis of
its well-defined physical boundary. The boundary lines dictated by each of the neighbor-
hood elements, in many cases, reinforce each other at a smaller scale, dividing Jamaica
Plain into several subareas that more nearly meet the criteria of a neighborhood than does
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Jamaica Plain as a whole. We shall use these subareas as the units within which we shall
analyze the indicators of neighborhood change.
Because Jamaica Plain has such diversity in its population, housing, and environment
we would expect variations in tie neighborhood's dynamics in each of its subareas. Each of
these subareas developed in response to different forces and continue to be influenced by
different circumstances. Aggregating the entire neighborhood would cause conflicting
area-specific trends to counteract each other. As is clear from Table 6. 1, changes in
Jamaica Plain as a whole differ greatly from those in each of the individual tracts. Specifi-
cally, the proportion of low income residents appears to have remained constant in Jamaica
Plain over the decade, yet when disagregated by tracts, Tracts 1202, 1203, and 1205
experienced an increase in low income people, Tract 1201 remained unchanged, and Tracts
1204, 1206, and 1207 experienced a decrease in low income residents.
The data required for analyzing changes which have occurred in each of these subareas
in most readily available in the decennial tract level census. The tract boundaries, how-
ever, do not exactly reflect the finer grained diversity of housing value as evidenced in a
block by block analysis. Neither do they accurately coincide with the boundaries of social
groups or visual subdivisions. Aggregations of census tracts do, however, ro ugh approximate
the subneighborhoods defined according to the various neighborhood elements and are the
most operational neighborhood boundary lines available.
The subareas to be analyzed in this chapter are aggregations of census tracts which
were found to be similar on the basis of a socio-economic index constructed with 1960 census
Table 6.1
Changes in Jamaica Plain
Jamaica Plain
Tract
1201
Tract
1202
Tract
1960 1970-~T960 197C 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 960 197U 1960 1970
% Spanish .7% 707% 0 1% 0 T 4% 0 / 12% .3% T3% 0 28% 0 12% 0 t 5%
% Irish 18% 4 13% 24% 4'18% 24% 4 11% 11% 4 9% 15% 4 13% 12%4 8% 17%= 17% 22% 4 13%
*% Income($5,000 18% 18% 11%= 11% 19% t 20% 19% i24% 21% i20% 21%t 29% 20%$ 14% 16% 4 13%
% income>$15,000 32% i41% 26% t 65% 12% t40% 14% f 33% 12% 4 48% 9%i 25% 13% T46% 15% t 59%
% White 42% 41% 58% 58% 29% ?37% 29% 4 27% 41% 4 36% 2704 26% 36%k30% 48% 63%Collar (male)
( 8th Grade 35% 4.29% 22% 4,16% 37% 4 34% 40% 39% 33%4. 30% 43% f 45% 32%.31% 25% 4 20%
High School Grad 31% 31% 33% 34% 34% 33% 26% 4 24% 33%4 30% 25% t 28% 30% f34% 33% 33%
College Grad 9% t 12% 16 % t 21% 2% t 7% 5% 5% 8%t 11% 2% t 3% 8%,j, 5% 14% t 21%
Tract Tract
120 I~
Tract
1206/,
Tract
1207N
*all $ figures converted to 1970 $'s.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of Population and Housing: Census Tracts, Boston
Massachusetts, Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area, and 1970 Census of Population and Housing: Census Tracts, Boston 01.
M(~aaChers,, btandard Metropolitan Statistical Area.
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tract data. Because census tract data is published on a decennial basis, we shall base
our analysis of Jamaica Plain on changes that have occurred in each of its three component
subneighborhoods during the ten year period from 1960 to 1970.
We shall riefer to these subareas as Area A, Area B, and Area C. The boundary lines and
component census tracts for each are outlined on Map 6. 1. The socio-economic status of
each tract relative to Boston in 1960 was the index used to establish the boundaries of the
three subareas. Table 6.2 provides a detailed breakdown of the index score for each tract
in both 1960 and 1970.
The western-most section of Jamaica Plain, Area A, was highest status and well above
the status level for Boston as a whole. The status score for Area B, the central section of
Jamaica Plain, closely paralleled that for Boston in 1960. Finally, Area C, the eastern
sector of Jamaica Plain had a status score below that of the City of Boston.
Over the course of the ten year study period, under investigation the subneighborhood
boundaries shifted because different portions of certain subneighborhoods changed in different
ways. At the end of the ten year interval, portions of each subneighborhood more closely
resembled a different subneighborhood. This may be attributed to the initial inaccuracy of
the subneighborhood boundaries being used for this investigation as well as the outward
spread of changes. This was most obvious in the case of the boundaries between Areas B
and C, where the northern portion of Area B (Tract 1206) more closely resembled Area C
at the end of the decade and the southern portion of Area C (Tract 1202) more closely
resembled Area B in 1970.
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Table 6.2
SEI for 1960 and 1970
Income Ratio X Education Ratio X Occupation Ratio = SE-
1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970
Area A
Tract 1201 1.34 1.4 1.1 1.03 1.6 1.35 2.36 1.95
1207 1.25 1.04 1.08 1.27 1.3 1.47 1.8 1.96
Tract 1204 1.05 .99 1.06 1.06 1.1 .84 1.2 .88
1206 1.1 .93 1.03 1.03 1.0 .67 1.13 .64
Are C
Tract 1202 1.05 .97 .95 .94 .81 .86 .81 .78
1203 1.06 .85 .93 .84 .81 .63 .8 .45
1205 .92 .8 .88 .79 .74 .6 .6 .38
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of Population and
Housing: Census Tracts, Boston, Massachusetts, Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area, and
1970 Census of Population and Housing: Census Tracts, Boston, Massachusetts, Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area.
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Data on changes in the level of municipal services provided to Jamaica Plain was very
difficult to acquire at the full neighborhood level and impossible to break down by subareas.
Where possible, we shall include the small amount of data on environmental changes we
were able to collect in the limited amount of time within which this study was conducted.
Because neighborhoods are situated within cities, any neighborhood level analysis must
be conducted within the context of the characteristics of the larger city. If for example,
the median income for a particular neighborhood is rising at a rate of ten percent, this
neighborhood can only be labelled as an upward transitional neighborhood if the median
income for the city as a whole has risen less than ten percent over the same period. The
trends occurring in one neighborhood may also be compared with those occurring in other
neighborhoods.
Most of the theories of neighborhood change cited earlier in this study pointed to a
high correlation among changes in various indicators. In this chapter, we shall see, using
existing data, whether the commonly used indicators of neighborhood change do point towards
the same process or whether various indicators provide conflicting information in each of the
three subneighborhoods defined above. To set a framework for the discussion of each subarea,
we shall introduce each with a brief qualitative discussion of the major trends for the decade.
This will be followed by a more quantitative application of the various measures of change.
6.1 THE CHANGES IN AREA A
Area A is the westernmost section of Jamaica Plain. A large part of the area borders
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park land and the affluent community of Brookline. This is the subneighborhood of Moss
Hill. The remainder of Area A has a suburban atmosphere, although some portions border
the South St. shopping district. One long time resident of the northern section of Area A
described his immediate neighborhood as "upper-middle class but not wealthy." He
characterized the residents of Moss Hill as "well-to-do Irish."'
Most indicators point to improvement in Area A (see table 6.4). Specifically median
income, housing value, and rent are all rising relative to Boston. Exceptions to this up-
ward trend are: educational attainment and the proportion of white collar employees.
These have not kept up with the city trends, but have risen slightly.
In 1960, all of Area A ranked high on the socio-economic index (SEI) relative to
Boston. The Southern area (Tract 1201) had an extremely high score. Over the course of
the decade, Area A maintained its high status but the gap between the northern and southern
portions of the subneighborhood vanished. The construction of Jamaica Towers, a luxury
apartment building, in the northern section (Tract 1207) caused this to be the only portion
of Jamaica Plain to experience an upward movement in both the population and the housing
indicators of neighborhood change. Also contributing to the closing of the status gap
between the northern and southern portions of Area A is a decline in the white collar
population in the southern section of the subneighborhood. Although this entire subneighbor-
hood did not behave uniformly in terms of the socio-economic index, over all, as noted
above, Area A is an upward transitional neighborhood.
The continued high status of Moss Hill and its surrounding area is most apparent from
-9
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Table 6.3
Changes in Boston
1960 to 1970
Median Income
1960
*7,417
1970
9,133
% Change
+22%
Educational Attainment 11.2 12.1 +8%
% White Collar (male) 36% 43% **+19% -
% Spanish-Speaking .3% 2.8% -
% Irish - 10.7% 8% **-25%
Median Housing Value *17,550 19,600 +12%
Median Rent *101 126 +25%
% Owner Occupied 27% 11% **-59%
% Overcrowded 8% 7.6% **-5%
* 1970 dollars
** Because the base population changed in size, here we are only looking at the
proportional change. One may alternatively look at the percent change in the
absolute numbers
Sources: U.S. Departmid of Commerce, Bureau of Census, 1960 Census of Pop-
ulation and Housing: Census Tracts, Boston, Massachusetts Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area, and 1970 Census of Population and Housing: Census Tracts,
Boston, Massachusetts Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.
Table 6.4
Changes in Area A
1960 to 1970
*Area A
1960 19Q70
Tract 1201
Chan e
% Change
Relative
to Rotnn 1960 1970 Change
% Change
Relative
to Boston 1960 1970
Tract 1207
Chanae
% Change
Relative
to Boston
Mediani ,659 12,37 +28% +6%1% 168,402 11,595 +38% +16%
Educational 12.3 12.5 +1.5% -6.5% 12.3 12.5 +1.5% -6.5% 12.1 12.6 +4 0-4
Attainment
% White Collar 56% 59% +5% 14% 58% -58% 0% -19% 48% 63% +31% +12%
(male)
% Spanish- 0 1.8% --- --- 0 .1% --- --- 0 4.5% --- ---
Speaking
Irish 23.6% 16.8% -29% -4% 24% 18% -25%0%22% 13 % -41% - 16%
Mian H~ousing 24,8T 29,50? +19% +7% 25,74C 29,800 +16% + 1820 2140 +18% +6%
Value
Median Rent 118 152 +29% +4% 116 139 +20% -5% 121 170 +40% +15%
% Owner 47% 41% -13% +46% 53% 51% -4% +55% 25% 16% -36% +23%
Occupied
% Overcrowded 6% 4% -33% -28% 6% 4% -33% -28% 6% 4% 33% -28 %
w(..alculated~~~~~~~~~~ 'sniwine vrgso rc3iu n v'
Source:
Standard
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of Popul
Metropolitan Statistical Area, and 1970 Census of Population and Housing:
ation and Housing Census Tracts, Boston, Massachusetts
Census Tracts, Boston, Massachusetts, btandard
Metropolitan Statistical Area.
Calculated using weighted average 7.Iat IA
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the high proportion of single family homes and home-ownership. During the ten year
period under study, the number of owner-occupied homes in this area continued to rise,
unlike in the city as a whole where there was a drop in owner-occupancy. On the other
hand, the northern portion of Area A rose in status by virtue of the introduction of a luxury
high rise apartment building. Unlike the Moss Hill residents who have a sense of loyalty
to their neighborhood, the Jamaica Tower residents are merely commuters concerned pri-
marily with their transportation link to downtown Boston and care very little about Jamaica
Plain or even their immediate surroundings.
All of Area A is located within a short walk of open-space and recreational facilities.
It is also close to the Arborway trolley line which goes to both downtown Boston and to the
many hospitals just north of Jamaica Plain. The location of this area is further enhanced
by easy access to the Jamaicaway for driving into Boston's central business district.
The original settlement patterns of this area are also revealing. The housing in most
of Area A was built for wealthier people. It is far from the industrial area along the rail-
road tracks and the housing built for the industrial workers in the surrounding area. Much
of Area A has maintained its suburban or even rural atmosphere, thus preserving its demand.
This in turn prevents property values and rent levels from dropping as has happened in much
of Jamaica Plain. The property values in Area A are, however, lower than those for com-
parable houses in the more affluent independent suburban towns like Brookline and Newton.
We may only compare the rates of change of variables which are measured in the same
units. Of the three monetary measures under investigation, median income, value, and
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rent; rent and income have risen at the same rate with housing values lagging behind.
However, when compared to changes in Boston, all three indicators appear to be moving
at a similar rate. This rapid rise in income and rent may once again be explained by the
introduction of Jamaica Towers into the area. The average rent for the block in which the
building is located is $226 as compared to $172 for the tract.
Although the higher status of the residents of Jamaica Towers is responsible for the
upward transition in the area's status rating, surrounding residents do not necessarily regard
the construction of this building as a neighborhood improvement. The building has blocked
many people's view of Olmstead Park and increased the traffic on the Perkins St., thus
harming the neighborhood's environment. In addition, the residents of the building are
not people who moved from within Jamaica Plain, but professional people from other areas
who enjoy the pleasant view of Olmstead Park and the easy access to downtown Boston pro-
vided by the Jamaicaway. This building is in many ways a subneighborhood of its own. As
noted above, it has a much higher rental scale than the tract as a whole. If the available
data were sufficient to separate out Jamaica Towers from the rest of the tract, probably
the surrounding area would more correctly be aggregated with lower status, Area B.
Referring back to Map 3.11, we may see that the eastern protion of the tract does resemble
Area B in terms of housing status. Income data is not available at the block level, making
a comparable analysis of income impossible.
The Moss Hill residents fear the potential construction of high rise apartments and con-
dominiums in their neighborhood. They believe such a trend will lower their property values
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and detract from the current environment characterized by open-space and low density. 2
Again, although wealthier people live in high rise, luxury towers, these buildings are not
necessarily a positive contribution to a neighborhood.
Changes in the racial and ethnic composition of a neighborhood's population have re-
ceived a large amount of attention in the literature. Although no definitive statement has
been made concerning the relationship between property values and race in transitional
neighborhoods, there is a higher incidence of poverty and inadequate housing among
minority people than among non-minority people. The Black population on Area A has
rem2Aned negligable througho-ut the decade,however, there is a slightly different trend in
the case of Spanish -speaking residents. The Southern area still has very few Spanish-
speaking residents. In the northern section, however, the proportion of Spanish-speaking
residents is just a little over half that for the city as a whole. They are most heavily con-
centrated in the eastern part of Area A, bordering on the less affluent Area B, further
evidence of the heavy impact Jamaica T- ars has on the aggregate statistics for Tract
1207. It is important to note that over ninety percent of the Spanish-speaking residents in
this section of Jamaica Plain are Cuban, while in the whole of Jamaica Plain, Cubans
represent less than half of the Spanish speaking residents. The Cuban immigrants have a
different life style than Puerto Rican residents. They are much more concerned with upward
mobility.3
Over the course of the decade, Area A has increasingly become an area of small house-
holds, but not student households as has been occurring in the rest of the city. Rather,
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Area A may be an area of what is commonly known as "empty nesters" or households with-
out children or with grown children no longer in the home. This is certainly the case for
Jamaica Towers and all similar structures that may be built in the future. In that part of
Area A where Jamaica Towers is situated, the median household size is only I.9,a drop
from 2.6 in 1960. In addition, the proportion of children in Area A dropped more rapidly
than in Boston. This trend may be reinforced by the differential between the quality of
the city's schools and those in the suburbs. Wealthier families with children would be less
interested in living in the city than those who do not have to worry about the quality of
education offerred to their neighborhood.
As noted earlier, the housing in Area A is strongly dichotomized between the north
and south,in terms of tenure, although currently the housing in both areas is rated as
"standard comfortable" on Colemans' seven-level index. Moss Hill has one of the largest
percentages of single family homes and home-ownership in the city of Boston. The rest
of Tract 1201 has small enclaves of home ownership but, home ownership is not predominant
as in the Moss Hill section. In 1960, over half of the area's units were owner-occupied
compared to a little over a quarter for the city. By 1970, the absolute number of owner
occupied units in the southern portion of Area A had risen although there was a slight pro-
portional decline. In Boston, however, there was both an absolute drop in the number of
owner-occupied units and a proportional drop to only one tenth of the housing stock, re-
inforcing the uniqueness of this portion of Jamaica Plain. Like Boston, in 1960, a quarter
of the units in the northern section of Area A were owner-occupied. The drop in proportion
was much less severe than that for the city, although it represents the lowest proportion of
181
owner-occupied single-family units in all of Jamaica Plain.
Owner-occupancy is commonly associated with neighborhood stability, in that people
who have made such a large investment are less likely to move and will tend to take a
greater interest in their neighborhood. This is very much the case in Moss Hill where the
Jamaica Plain Association is very active in maintaining the neighborhood and is working
towards preserving their neighborhood's special image. This takes the form of opposing
high rise apartment development as well as guarding each others homes during vacations. 4
Although the housing in the northern section of Area A has risen in status from "stan-
dard marginal" to "standard comfortable, " this area has more of a transient atmosphere
than the southern area. It has no commonly known name or community group. The resi-
dents of Jamaica Towers have very little concern for the comforts and needs of their neighbors
outside their building. On a block by block analysis, the eastern portion of the tract has
declined in housing status over the decade. The vacancy rate for rental units in this area has
risen from less than one percent in 1960 to nearly four percent, while it is less than two percent:-
for Boston. In addition, the current vacancies are in the lower rent units. Although the luxury
apartment building has upgraded the status rating for the area, it has not served to increase the
demand for lower rent units, nor has it induced an upgrading in the status of the surrounding area.
A study conducted for the BRA comparing sales prices of housing between the period
of 1952 to 1955 and 1962 to 1965 found that the strip of Jamaica Plain along Olmstead
Park, Jamaica Pond, and Arnold Arboretum had rising property values during the decade
they studied5 (see Appendix D for their exact findings). This finding points to the impor-
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tance of location and environmental quality in the determination of property values.
The environmental indicators for subneighborhoods were much more difficult to monitor
and will only receive a cursory treatment in this study. A police officer in the Jamaica
Plain district explained that the crime rate is rising throughout the country. In Jamaica
Plain, the Moss Hill area was least heavily impacted by personal crimes but had a high
level of burgularies.6 It is unclear whether the rate of burgularies in this area has in-
creased at a different rate than crime in general. The kind of crime in the area is how-
ever, an indication of the area's affluence. Personal crimes are more prevalent in poorer
areas.
Area A is split between two school districts. The northern section is serviced by the
same schools as Bromley-Heath Public Housing, the Kennedy-Jefferson District. Very few
of the new wealthier residents have school aged children and although the area has had
a rise in population, elementary school enrollment has dropped during the decade. In
addition, only thirty percent of the area's school children attended public school in both
1960 and 1970. Many probably attended the school for the Blessed Sacrament Parish and
maybe others were sent to private schools.
We do not have 1960 figures for school expenditures for the Kennedy-Jefferson district
but based on 1970 figures, the per pupil expenditure for this district is about seven percent
less than that for the city as a whole. In addition, the absence rate for 1970 is slightly
higher than for the city as a whole. 7 Of the three schools in this district, one was built
in 1892 and another in 1904. The Kennedy School is the most recent, built in 1962.8
Although these factsdo not give a full picture of the quality of education provided
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by the district's schools, they do indicate that this district is neither among the heaviest
endowed financially nor one with either the best attendance record or the best school
facilities. This may contribute to the decline in school age children in the northern
section of Area A and to the continued reliance on non-public schools.
The Agassis School District serves much of the southern part of Jamaica Plain. Recently
a new school, which also serves as an important community center, was constructed in this
district. Between 1960 and 1970 per pupil expenditures in this district did not rise as
quickly as in the rest of the city. In 1960, the level of expenditure in this district was
equal to the city wide per pupil expenditure, but by 1970, like the Kennedy-Jefferson
district, the city wide expenditure was seven percent higher. 9 This district does, however,
have an improving attendance record. A much larger proportion of the Area A children
in this district attend public school than in the Kennedy-Jefferson District and the pro-
portion is growing. The residents of this section of Area A are then, more heavily influenced
by what happens to the area's elementary school than are residents in the northern section.
In the above analysis, we found first, that in Area A, the indicators of neighborhood
change do not all point in the same direction. On the basis of socio-economic status,
Tracts 1201 and 1207 fall within the range of high status tracts. Over the course of the
decade, however, Tract 1201 declined in status while tract 1207 improved, bringing them
both to the exact same status from the vantage point of 1970. However, the dominant
elements and the major trends in the two areas are quite different. One is predominantly
a suburban area of home-owners within the bounds of the city proper. The other contains
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many nursing homes and primarily rental units, with a new high rise. While property values,
rent, and income are rising in the first, Tract 1201, the overall status of the residents has
declined. In the second, the northern section the status of the residents has risen. The
amalgamation of these tvo tracts into a single area has blurred some of the downward move-
ment in Tract 1201. Similarily, if the high-rise were excluded from the analysis of Tract
1207, the downward movement in rent and value of the remainder of the tract would be-
come apparent, putting the tract in a lower status group.
Although data is not available to prove this, we believe the Moss Hill portion of Tract
1201 has maintained its status or may even be experiencing an improvement in status. The
decline in Tract 1201, is occurring in that portion of the tract bordering on Centre St.
and South St. On the basis of interviews and observations, we know that absentee owner-
ship has begun to be more prevalent here; there is a public housing project in this area;
and there is a commercial strip with its blighting influences. Several of the larger houses
in this area have been turned over to institutional use, further evidence of a decline in
status.
From this, we may conclude that aggregating two tracts that are apparently similar in
socio-economic status may distort the analysis of changes in the area. In addition
even in 1960, both tracts had distinctive subareas. In Tract 1207, there was: a sub-
section resembling Moss Hill, a portion of triple deckers, a section of hospitals and
nursing homes, and finally a section of lower quality housing just east of South
Huntington Ave. Over the course of the decade, each section underwent individual
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changes. In the western section, the suburban area was replaced by a luxury apartment
tower. The nearby triple deckers have slowly been moving from owner-occupancy to
absentee ownership and the area east of South Huntington Ave. has become Spanish-
speaking. 10 The introduction of such a dominant factor as Jamaica Towers into the area
overwhelmed the other critical trends. In the instance of such a diverse census tract, or
a tract with a dominant factor which is dissimilar from the reaminder of the area, further
disaggregation is necessary for an accurate analysis of the area's dynamics.
Similarly, Tract 1201 divides into Moss Hill, the suburban section bordering Jamaica
Pond,and the area bordering lhecommercial strip. Again each moved in a particular way.
Moss Hill remained in tact while the other two less protected areas began to decline.
This is in keeping with the theories of ghetto expansion discussed in Chapter 4. Area A
is the portion of Jamaica Plain most removed from Roxbury and Dorchester, the "inner-
city"neighborhoods. Downward trends are, however, observable in the easternmost
portion of Area A. This may in part be a result of the outward spread of the poorer popu-
lation. Moss Hill, with its strong neighborhood association, political clout (several import-
ant political figures. have lived in Moss Hill), and its protective high elevation was able
to isolate itself from the downward forces active'throughout both Jamaica Plain and
the rest of the city.
6.2 CHANGES IN AREA B
In 1960, Area B closely resembled Boston in socio-economic status. By 1970, how
ever, it dropped below the status level for the city. Most of the indicators reveal that
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Area B is a decling area (see Table 6.5). The increases in median income and rent
occurring in Area B did not keep pace with those for the city as a whole. In addition,
housing values declined drastically.
Unlike Area A where the two sections of the subneighborhood appeared to become more
similar over the decade, in Area B, the two areas moved further apart. The southern
portion remained at a medium status level while the northern section dropped severely in
status. The apparent differential in behavior between the two sections of Area B may
largely be attributed to that portion of the southern section between Centre St. and
Jamaica Pond whose higher status and stability more closely resembles Area A than Area B.
This is the only portion of Area B which borders on open space. This discrepancy is a
result of the way in which census boundaries were drawn.
A large part of the decline in status of Area B may be traced to the lower educational
attainment, occupational status, and income level of the Spanish- speaking residents
who recently arrived in the area. Along with the indicators of population change, the
primary housing indicators for Area B also point downward. Rent levels declined at a
slow pace while housing values dropped rapidly.
Currently, neighborhood residents are protesting the red lining practices of the local
banks. I They believe the actions of the banks are contributing to the decline in the
property values in this portion of Jamaica Plain. The fact that values are declining and
banks are disinvesting is interesting in that much of Area B was the location of a com-
bined code enforcement and loans and grants program. These programs are geared toward
Table 6.5
Changes in Area B
1960 to 1970
Tract 1204
1960 1970 Change
% Change
Relative
to Boston 1960 1970 Change
% Change
Relative
to Boston 1960 1970 Change
% Change
Relative
to Boston
Median Income 7,967 9,561 +20% -2/o 7,861 9,670 +23% +1% 8,195 9,363 +14% -8%
Educational 11.8 11.8 0 -8% 11.9 -1. +1% - 11.5 11.2 -3%-1
Attainment
% White Collar 390 34* -13% -32% 40% 36% -10% -29%o 36% 29% -190/o -38%
(male) I
% Spanish- 5 .% --- .2% 2.% --- - W ---
Speaking
* Irish 16% 14*/ -12.5% +12.5% 15% 13% -13% +12% 17% 17% 0 +25%
Median Housing 17,79 16,285 -8% -20% 17,94C 16,700 -7% -19% 17,29C 14,60( -16% -28%
Value
Median Rent 115 126 +10% -15* 116 128 +10% -15% 112 12 +11% -14%
%Owner 131% 28% -10% +49% 31% 28% -10% +49% 32% 29% -9% +50%
Occupied
% Overcrowded 6.7% 5% -25% -20% 6% 4% -33% -28% 8.4% 7% -16.7% -11.7%
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1960 of Population and Housing: Census Tracts, Boston, Massachusetts,
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area and 1970 Census of Population and Housing: Census Tracts, Boston, Massachusetts, Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area.
Area B
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stabilizing this subneighborhood which was seen as declining mildly and only needing a
small boost to curb the downward trend. Here the financial institutions are acting at
cross-current to the city.
As Area A has benefited from its history, Area B is a victim of its history. Much of
Area B is bordered by the railroad tracks that served as the original nucleus of Jamaica
Plain. The industry and low cost housing that characterized this area in the nineteenth
century have contributed to the area's current state of decay. In addition, because of the
uncertain future of the Southwest Corridor, few are willing to invest in this area. Much
of the length of the unused railroad right of way is rubble. Few houses remain and a large
portion of those that do remain are undermaintained.
Although the various indicators are moving at a different rate, Area B is clearly a
declining neighborhood in terms of all three neighborhood elements. The future of this
subneighborhood is closely tied to the future of the Southwest Corridor and the population
housing, and environmental changes it may induce.
In a more detailed look at Area B, we see that the downward movement in socio..economic
status of this subneighborhood had its roots primarily in the area's extreme drop in white
collar workers. Education dropped at a slow rate while income dropped very slightly.
As in the case of Area A, the rise in the area's black population is negligable as
compared to the city of Boston. The Spanish-speaking population again has experienced
a marked rise, especially in the northern portion of the neighborhood. 1968 marks the
point at which the trend gained its greatest momentum with over sixty percent of the
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Spanish-speaking residents moving to their current homes between 1968 and 1970. More
than half of the new Spanish-speaking residents arrived in Jamaica Plain from abroad,
again largely from Cuba.
Although Area B experienced a major influx of new residents, surprisingly, the Irish
population did not drop nearly as rapidly as in the rest of the city or even as rapidly as
in other sections of Jamaica Plain. This may be because these moderate income people
have few options in terms of other affordable housing. Also, the strength of the Church
may have kept the original residents from leaving during this period of ethnic transition.
The ethnic transition has not been totally smooth. The stores and entertainment
establishments in the northern portion of the neighborhood are now divided between
Spanish and Irish ownership and use. During the summers, fights have broken out between
the Spanish-speaking and the Anglo teenagers as to whose turf this area is. The frictions
have slowly been reconciled over the past year.12 If the fighting had continued, the
outmigration of the Irish and other Anglo residents may have been hastened. According
to records being kept at the Jamaica Plain Little City Hall, the Spanish in-migration has
ended and the Spanish-speaking population is remaining at a stable level. 13 This new
population group is also of a lower socio-economic status than the rest of their neighbors.
If they are excluded from the analysis, Area B would have registered very little status
decline over the decade.
Over the study period, the housing in Area B has remained at the "standard marginal"
level. In 1960, the area's median rent was ten percent higher than that for Boston, but
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the neighborhood did not keep pace with the rising rents for the rest of the city and by
1970, Area B had the same median rent level as the city. Although rents are not rising
in line with the Boston rent levels, the Spanish-speaking residents are paying much higher
rent than the rest of the neighborhood's population. This may have its basis in discrimination.
On the other hand, because the Spanish-speaking residents do have larger households,
they may be renting the larger units in the neighborhood, thus paying greater rent. The
fact that overcrowding is decreasing is further evidence that they may be selecting larger
units. Median housing value experienced an even more severe decline than did rent,
especially in the northern area. This trend in housing values is confirmed by the BRA
study of sale prices. Although housing values are declining, owner occupancy is remaining
relatively stable compared to Boston, especially in the northern sector of Area B. Owner-
occupancy may be another factor that has helped to reinforce the apparent continued
loyalty of the Irish residents to their neighborhood. The level of owner- occupancy how-
ever, may be threatened over the course of the next several years because of the unavail-
ability of mortjages in this area. This is the banks' way of saying that this is a declining
neighborhood. It is also their contribution to the process.
As noted above, the easternmost portion of Area B axperienced some demolition and
decay in anticipation of the proposed expressway that was to run along the railroad right
of way. This is a significant factor in the decline in housing values and the decrease in
owner-occupancy that did occur.
Besides decreases in property values and declining housing quality in this area, there
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has been a rise in crime in the immediate and surrounding areas. From the vantage point
of 1966, the District 13 Police Chief noted that absentee landlords had begun to take
possession of a large number of properties in the Southwest Corridor area and were renting
these units to very low income people who were in turn the cause of much of the neighbor-
hood's crime. The officer was, however, confident that the crime rate would quickly de-
cline when the highway was completed and the area was redeveloped. 14 Unfortunately,
the highway plan has been dropped and the redevelopment of the area as a mass transit
route is still in the planning stages.
Another important aspect of Area B's environment is the shopping district along its
western border. As noted earlier, most of the stores along this strip sell low quality mer-
chandise and are burdened by a lack of parking space. From the low vacancy rate in the
commercial space, it appears that although suburban shopping centers offer a continuous
threat to strip commercial enterprises, this area is still viable. Purse snatching is quite
prevalent along this street and is an ever increasing problem. Unlike in Area A, where
most of the crime was property-related, Area B is threatened with personal crimes.
This neighborhood has the advantage of proximity to the Arborway trolley line but
does not have the visual amenities found in Area A. There is no major open space in this
neighborhood. The one small park is in the midst of the rubble of the Southwest Corridor.
When the rapid transit line along the corridor route is completed, this area may take an
upward swing.
In short, most indicators point to Area B as a declining neighborhood. The rate of
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decline indicated by each, however, varies. Income is dropping most rapidly, followed
by housing value, then rent. Decline was most severe in that section of the neighborhood
with the largest proportion of Spanish-speaking residents.
As in the case of Area A, the way in which census boundary lines were drawn strongly
influenced the trends that emerged from looking at indicators of change. The portion of
Area B bordering on Jamaica Pond more closely resembles Area A than Area B. In addition,
the easternmost portion of Area B, along the Southwest Corridor also differs from the area
bounded by Centre St. and Chestnut Ave. The northernmost area is influenced by its
border with Roxbury, the poorest area of Boston.
Because Area B is not truly a neighborhood by any of the criteria established in the
first half of this study, but is instead assumed to be homogeneous, the analysis of changes
within it are not totally reliable.
Another problem encountered in this analysis is a suitable method for analyzing changes
in an indicator when the size of the base population has changed. For example, in Area
B, owner-occupancy has dropped from thirty two percent of the population to twenty nine
percent. It then appears that the area is undergoing a reduction in owner-occupancy, when
in fact the housing stock has expanded and the actual number of owner occupied units has
remained unchanged. Other indicators with similar difficulties in interpretation are
changes in racial composition, occupational status and overcrowding.
6.3 CHANGES IN AREA C
Area C, the easternmost part of Jamaica Plain was the lowest status subneighborhood
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in 1960. All three tracts which make up Area C were similar in status in 1960, with
the northernmost section having a slightly lower status than the rest of the area.
As'in the case of Area B, over the course of the decade, different sections of the
subneighborhood moved along different courses. The northern and central areas dropped
rapidly with the central section having the most marked decline in status in all of Jamaica
Plain. The southernmost portion of Area C remained almost stable in status throughout the
decade and by 1970 closely resembled Area B in status (See Table 6.6).
This subneighborhood takes in a variety of the cohesive neighborhoods noted in Chap-
ter 3. Once again, the boundary lines of these cohesive neighborhoods do not exactly
match the tract boundaries. To the north is a portion of the low status Spanish-speaking
Hyde Square neighborhood. Just southeast of this is Egleston Square, the lowest status
section of Jamaica Plain. One source commented that eighty percent of the residents of
the Egleston Square neighborhood are welfare recipients. Still farther south is the largely
Irish, higher income neighborhood called the Peter Parley Road Neighborhood. To the
south of this again lies a lower status Spanish-speaking neighborhood called Forest Hills.
Area C is a lower income area with a high proportion of Spanish-speaking residents in
all except the Peter Parley Road Neighborhood. The subneighborhood's low status in
1960 probably allowed this massive influx of Spanish-speaking residents whose low edu-
cation level and earning capacity contributed to a further decline in the area's status.
Like Area B, Area C was heavily impacted by the blighting force of the Southwest
Corridor. Additional factors in this subneighborhood's decline are its borders with the
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Table 6.6
Changes in Area C
1960 to 1970
Tract 1202
1960 1970 Change
% Change
Relative
to Boston 1960 1970 Change
% Change
Relative
to Boston
Median Income
7, 625 7,915 +4% -18% 7, 836 8,558 +9% -13%
Educational
Attainment 10.3 10.7 +4% -12% 10.6 11.7 +10% +2%
% White Collar -
(Male) 28% 31% +11% -8% 29% 37% +28% +9%
% Spanish-
Speaking 0 12% --- --- 0 4%
% Irish -
18% 10% -44% -19% 24% 11% -54% -29%
Median Housing
Value 13,390 13,260 -1% -13% 13,000 13,800 +6% -6%
Median Rent
103 125 +21% -4% 104 131 +26% +1%
% Owner
Occupied 25% 23% -8% +51% 26% 26% 0 +59%
% Over-
crowded 10% 9% -10% -5% 11% 10% -9% -4%
Area C
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Table 6.6
Changes in Area C
(continued)
Tract 1203
1960 1970 Change
% Change
Relative
to Boston 1960
Tract 1205
1970 Chanae
% Change
Relative
to Boston
Median Income
7,891 7,651 -3% -25% 6,839 7, 186 +4% -18%
Educational
Attainment 10.4 10.3 -1% -9% 9.8 9.7 -1% -9%
% White Collar
(Male) 28% 27% -4% -23% 27% 26% -3% -22%
% Spanish
Speaking 0 12% --- -- 0 28%
% Irish
11% 9% -18% +7% 12% 8% -33% -8%
Median Housing
Value 13,910 13,300 -4% -16% 13,000 12,000 -8% -20%
Median Rent
104 125 +20% -5% 98 111 +13% -12%
% Owner
Occupied 26% 26% 0 +59% 22% 22% 0 59%
o Ove r-
Crowded 11% 10% - 9%/ -40/ 10% 12% +2% +25%
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of Population and
Housing: Census Tracts, Boston, Massachusetts, Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area and
politan Statistical Area.
T9') Census of Population and Housing: Census Tracts, Boston, Massachusetts Standard Metro-
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black neighborhood of Roxbury. Also important is the elevated trolley line that cuts through
Area C.
The decline in Area C is also obvious from the movement of the housing indicators.
Housing values and rents have declined. Home-ownership has decreased and over-crowd-
ing has become more severe in one portionof Area C.
According to the BRA property value study, the severe downward trends in Area C are
a foreshadowing of the pattern for the rest of Jamaica Plain. 1 5 In our investigation this
conjecture may be supported by the rapid decline in Area B. On the other hand, the mass
transit line and the hospital expansion proposed for the coming years may reverse this trend
in the future, making the trends in Area A the potential model for the more blighted areas
to its east.
Area C has the highest proportion of black residents in all of Jamaica Plain, yet still
far below the level for the city of Boston. The largest proportion of Black residents live
in the central portion of Area C which borders the predominantly black neighborhood d
Roxbury. This section of Area C has also had a marked rise in Spanish-speaking people
but not nearly so large as that found in the northernmost Hyde Square and Egleston Square
portions of the subneighborhood. The minority residents of Area C are largely concentrated
in the least desirable portions of the subneighborhood. Many live along the route of the
Washington St. elevated trolley line. This section of Area C is marked by the blighting
influence of the noise and the appearance of the trolley line that runs through it and the
mixed residential and commercial land use that run along the route of the tracks.
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Another very low income and largely minority section of Area C borders the Bromley-
Heath public housing project. This was initially on all white project which over the
years has become predominantly black,with the current trend being toward increasing numbers
of both black and white female-headed households. 16 Residents and realtors in Jamaica
Plain have all pointed to the negative impact the project has had on the surrounding resi-
dential area. The area around the project is believed to be dangerous. Property values
have dropped in this area. The vacancies left by the fleeing white residents have been
taken up by Spanish-speaking and black residents.
The one higher status portion of this subneighborhood is the Peter Parley Road Neighbor-
hood which is slightly removed from the blighting forces of the unfinished highway and
borders Franklin Park with its visual and recreational advantages. On the basis of census
data, this area appears to be experiencing a rise in status. Like Moss Hill, this is a
highly organized cohesiveneighborhood. This may have added further protection from-
the downward forces impacting a large part of Jamaica Plain.
In Area C, we have found agreement among the various indicators of neighborhood
change that relate to the residents of the neighborhood. There is also a marked relation-
ship between the quality of the physical environment and the behavior of theseindicators.
In the areas bordering the old railroad tracks (proposed expressway route), population has
decreased and the remaining residents are of a very low status. Similarly the area border-
ing the elevated only attracts the poorest people. In the case of Jamaica Plain, these
people are primarily Spanish-speaking. The black residents who have moved into this area
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since 1960 are of higher status than their Spanish-speaking neighbors. The areas with the
largest concentration of minority and low income people also have the largest proportion
of children and female-headed households. That portion of Hyde Square in Area C has
the lowest proportion of elderly and the largest proportion of children in all of Jamaica
Plain.
The decline in Area C is also noticeable when one studies the housing indicators.
Along the route of the proposed Southwest Expressway, large numbers of buildings have
been torn down. Many of those that reamin are abandoned or in the hands of absentee-
owners, interested in making a profit when the plans for the transit route along this path
are complete. According to a 1971 Globe study, "between 1960 and 1968 an estimated 20
ercent of the housing along the corridor moved from the sound category into either 'deter-
iorating',or 'dilapidated' condition."17 The decline in the number of owner-occupied units
has been greatest in this area and in Hyde Square. The exact number of units that have
been removed from the housing stock as opposed to changing to rental tenure is not apparent
from the census data. The area's decline in home-owners ishowever, a mark of a neighbor-
hood that has lost a large proportion of its most dedicated residents.
While the number of dwelling units has decreased by almost ten percent in the Hyde
Square area and more than fifteen percent in the area just to the southeast of Hyde Square,
the vacancy rate has r:en in these areas from less than two percent to over five percent over
the decade. Most of the vacancies are in the lowest end of the rental market. They are
units that nobody wants. On the other hand, there was an increase in the number of units
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in the southern portion of Area C and only a mild rise in vacancies, indicating that this
is > still a viable residential area.
In 1960, the median rent in Area C was comparable to that for the city, but by 1970,
only the southernmost portion had kept up with the city's rising rents. Housing values in
this area were for lower than those for the city in 1960 and remained quite low throughout
the decade. The relative decline in housing values was greater than for rentals. This may
be attributed to the unavailability of mortgages in this area and the fear of investing in
such an unstable neighborhood. The BRA study of sale prices confirms these findings.
Once again, the minority residents were found to be paying the highest rentals. The
black families were renting the largest units in the area. For them, Jamaica Plain may
be a form of upward mobility in the housing market. The Spanish-speaking residents on
the other hand were not renting the largest units, but were still paying higher rents than
the non-minority population. Besides the obvious explanation of discrimination and pre-
miums to property owners for renting to the lowest population strata, this may also be
explained according to the principles of a 'easant economy."18 The rent level in much
of Jamaica Plain is below that for the city. In many cases, owners of two and three family
homes rent apartments to their friends or members of their family. They have the security
of good tenants and try to keep these tenants by charging lower rents. As this system
breaks down with an increase in absentee-ownership, and a new population groupowners
no longer have the same incentives and as a result raise the rent levels for their new tenants.
In 1960, overcrowding was more severe in Area C than in any other portion of Jamaica
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Plain. In the Hyde Square section it became still more severe over the decade. A large pro-
portion of the overcrowded households were Spanish-speaking. This is largely explained
by their large median household size.
All the indicators of neighborhood change are pointing downward relative to Boston.
In this case, income is falling most rapidly, followed by housing value then rent. Owner-
occupancy is declining and over-crowding is becoming more severe. This is also the sub-
area with the largest concentration of Spanish-speaking residents. As in Areas A and B,
Area C is also not truly a homogeneous neighborhood. The Peter Parley Road Neighbor-
hood is much higher status than the area surrounding it and rose in status over the decade.
If it were excluded from the analysis, Area C would have appeared to have declined even
more severely.
Once again, the importance of disaggregating seemingly similar areas is shown to be
important. Area C is composed of a stable Irish area, a new Black area, and a new
Spanish-speaking area. Each exhibits its own unique trends which when homogenized
distort the actual neighborhood dynamics. In addition, rent levels were shown to be a
deceptive indicator of neighborhood change. Rents were highest in those areas that were
declining most rapidly in terms of population status and housing value.
6.4 FINDINGS
Findings About Neighborhood Change
On the basis of the subareas of Jamaica Plain analyzed above, we found that the various
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indicators of neighborhood change generally move in the same direction, but not at the
same rate, or in a uniform sequence. This may be illustrated using the two most commonly
applied indicators of neighborhood change; change in median income and change in median
housing value. In Area A, income and housing value both rose relative to Boston, six
percent and seven percent respectivity. In Area B, however, income dropped by only
two percent and value by twenty percent. Finally in Area C, income dropped by eighteen
percent relative to Boston and value by only thirteen percent. Including, educational
attainment or occupational status in the analysis was found to add conflicting information
in upward transitional, Area A.
We did find, consistent with the theories of neighborhood change, that the more cohesive
subareas, Moss Hill and Peter Parley Road, were most resistent to downward changes. In
addition, areas containing high concentrations of Spanish-speaking people had the lowest
socio-economic status. The small black enclave also exhibited a lower status than the
white population.
Changes in rent were found to be a difficult indicator of neighborhood change to analyze
in the absence of other data. The lowest income areas had a higher rent scale than the
higher income areas in several instances, either because of discrimination, a shift from
family owned and occupied structures to absentee ownership or because of unit size or a
combination of these.
Although, from the above analysis of Jamaica Plain, this is not certain, we believe
changes are initiated at the fringe of a neighborhood rather than at the core and it is the
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influence of forces acting on the fringe that spread throughout the neighborhood. This
was apparent in the area bordering the Bromley Heath public housing project.
History and geography also play dominant rules in neighborhood change. Those areaswhich
were initially developed for industrial use or which bordered railroad tracks had the most
severe decline. The lower density, more suburban areas declined more slowly. Finally,
those areas bordering open space experienced the least decline. This was apparent in the
case of both Moss Hill and the Peter Parley Road Neighborhood. These had the double
advantages of cohesivencss and location. The positive influence of the location may have
encouraged a sense of unity and a desire to maintain the neighborhoods' positive elements.
Metholodigical Findings
The disparities that were found in the direction of the movement of some of the indicators
of change may be attributed to the lack of homogeneity in each of the subneighborhoods.
Further investigation of other neighborhoods is required to further substantiate the contention
that the indicators of change do move in the same direction in a homogeneous neighborhood.
The location of the boundaries of a homogeneous neighborhood and the acquisition of a usable
data base are the most critical difficulties involved in doing an analysis of neighborhood change.
As noted, because Jamaica Plain is so varied, homogeneous subareas within it were
selected for analysis. During the course of the analysis, however, it became clear that
the subareas were not in fact homogeneous. The individual tracts frorn which they were
constructed have wide variations within them. These variations are lost in median tract
figures. Homogenizing dissimilar areas distorts the behavior of the indicators. As noted
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in Tract 1207, part of the tract is rising rapidly in status while another part is declining
in status. The upward change dominated the other downward trend.
In addition, over the course of a decade, the boundaries of neighborhoods shift. Minority
populations spread out over larger geographic areas. New housing changes the composi-
tion of an area's housing stock, thus creating a new subarea and shifting the old boundaries.
Census tract boundaries are unchanging, primarily to allow one to analyze changes over
time. However, analyzing changes in an area that is undergoing conflicting trends results
in invalid and ambiguous findings.
The above comments are based on the assumption that one is studying "neighborhood"
changes, that is changes occurring at the scale at which all the neighborhood boundaries
coincide. Census tract data is not tabulated according to these neighborhoods. Although
neighborhoods may be constructed out of census block data, only a limited amount of in-
formation, particularly data on housing is provided for each census block. This is to
preserve the anonymity of the respondants. As a result, the neighborhood analyst is forced
to use subareas that are not truly neighborhoods and is thus left with an inaccurate picture
of the changes occurring within a neighborhood and without knowledge of the shifts in
neighborhood boundaries that are so important to the dynamics of a city.
Neighborhood analysis may be conducted at a larger scale, such as the scale of Jamaica
Plain itself, to determine the broad trends, but in doing this, one must be cogniscent of the
distortions that are built into such an analysis.
The final problem unearthed in this analysis is the ten year intervals dictated by the
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census. Shorter term trends are lost over a ten year period. Much the same way averaging
over a census tract hides distinctions within the tract, looking at a ten year interval hides
all the variations and fluctuations that occurred during the course of the decade that
caused the area to look the way it does at the end of the decade. In addition, because
data is provided for just two periods of time, it is quite difficult to determine benchmarks
in an area's history. The analyst cannot determine what set of circumstances existed when a
a particular trend began nor can he determine exactly when the trend began.
In short, analysis of neighborhood change is dependent on the accurate location of the
boundaries of reasonably homogeneous areas, the existence of data tabulated according
to the geographic area to be studied, and information on when trends actually began.
As noted in the first part of this study, not all portions of the city are in fact homogeneous,
census data is tabulated according to rigidly established boundaries, and the census is
only published at ten year intervals. Given these constraints, one must call into play
other sources of data, such as observations, and interviews to pin down the actual location
of sFecific trends and the timing of changes. In addition, we found that in less than
homogeneous subareas, the indicators of neighborhood change do not always move in the
same direction and the most dominant change hides more mild changes in other portions of
the area. Therefore, reliance on just one or two indicators may provide the analyst with
inaccurate data, leaving a large amount of latitude for different actors to label the trends
in an area differently and thus prevent a uniform assessment and treatment of the area.
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Footnotes: Chapter 6
1. Interview with Jamaica Plain resident, March 26, 1974.
2. Conversations with planners at the BRA.
3. Many Cuban immigrants were forced to leave Cuba for political reasons, unlike
the Puerto Rican immigrants who came to the United States primarily to raise their
standard of living.
4. Interview with the manager of the Jamaica Plain Little City Hall, Summer, 1974.
5. J. Boland and R. Cady, "Housing Market Study - Jamaica Plain: (1952-55) - (1962 -
65)." Research Unit, Boston Redevelopment Authority, (mimeograph).
6. Interview with police officer, District 13> Summer, 1974.
7. Annual Report of the Business Manager to the School Committee of the City of
Boston for Calendar Year 1959. School Ducument, No. 4-1960. Also for Calendar
Year 1960, School Document, No. 10-1970.
8. Boston Redevelopment Authority, Jamaica Plain General Neighborhood Renewal
Plan. Boston: BRA, Project No. Mass. R-49, June 24, 1965, p. 3-2.
9. Annual Report of the Business Manager to the School Committee, 1959, 1969.
10. These facts are based on observations and interviews.
11. Recently (October, 1974), a meeting was held in Jamaica Plain to discuss red-
lining. People active in stopping red-lining in other cities participated in this city-
wide conferance.
12. Boston Globe, August 3, 1973, 'Ways Sought to End Jamaica Plain Tensions."
13. Interview with the manager of the Jamaica Plain Little City Hall, Summer, 1974.
14. Interview with police officer, District 13, Summer, 1974.
15. Boland and Cady.
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16. Joel Arnoff, Nathaniel Raymond, Arthur Warmoth, The Kennedy-Jefferson School
District: A Report of a Neighborhood Study in Progress. (Cambridge: Harvard University,
June, 1965) pp. 15-16.
17. Boston Globe, August 23, 1971, "Boston's Neighborhood's -4: Jamaica Plain's
People and Their Problems."
18. For a discussion of the peasant economy in which mutual support and social ties are
the dominating force as opposed to the capital market see: Roger Krohn and E. Berkeley
Fleming, The Other Economy and The Urban Housing Problem: A Study of Older Rental
Neighborhoods in Montreal. Cambridge: Joint Center for Urban Studies of the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology and Harvard University, Working Paper, No. 11).
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Chapter 7: Summary and Conclusions
The first portion of this study addressed itself to the concept of neighborhood. We
began our discussion of neighborhoods with the conceptual framework established in the
sociological, demographic, economi;, and planning literature. We then turned to oper-
ational notions of neighborhood to determine whether the various neighborhood definitions
refer to the same spatial unit.
In the second half of this study, dealing with neighborhood change, the concepts
developed in the literature were again made operational in order to determine whether
the separate indicators point toward a single process of change.
The purpose of this analysis was to determine how one may use the vast amount of
literature on neighborhoods and neighborhood change to construct a methodology for neighbor-
hood analysis. For this, it was important to identify the sources of data available and to
identify the strengths and limitations of the existing indicators, data sources and monitoring
possibilities.
As noted at the outset of this study, the question of whether neighborhood boundaries
are uniquely defined, whether all indicators of neighborhood change move in the same
direction, rate and pattern, and finally whether there is sufficiently disaggregated data
available to conduct a neighborhood analysis were all considered important because many
public and private actors constantly make decisions based on neighborhoods and neighbor-
hood change in their daily lives and in their professional roles.
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The boundaries selected by each of the municipal regulatory, planning, and service
delivery departments determines the way each area in the city is treated and the resources
it receives. In addition, each public actor's evaluations of the changes occurring in a
subarea of the city determines the amount and type of preventive and corrective inter-
vention to be prescribed for that area. The boundaries bankers put around high risk areas
have important implications for the residents of the area and others interested in buying
a home.
In this concluding chapter, we shall review the analysis conducted and the resultant
findings. We shall then surface those methodological issues found to be most critical in
conducting a neighborhood analysis.
In order to clarify how neighborhood boundaries may be established and to understand
the behavior of indicators of neighborhood change, we conducted a detailed case study
of a popularly recognized Boston neighborhood. As noted earlier, the Jamaica Plain
neighborhood of Boston was selected because it is neither clearly homogeneous in its
population composition, nor is its population highly heterogeneous; it is not geographically
discrete; nor is it undergoing rapid changes. It was, rather a neighborhood at the mid-
point between each of these extremes.
We began Part I of our analysis with a typology of neighborhood definitions,
based on the three elements of a neighborhood: the people, the housing, the environ-
ment. Within the context of this typology, the concepts of neighborhood posited by
scholars in various disciplines were reviewed. We then operationalized each definition,
209
to enable ourselves to locate neighborhood boundaries in keeping with each notion of
neighborhood. Several of the operational neighborhood definitions were then applied to
Jamaica Plain, the case study area, to determine whether the boundaries dictated by
various definitions all coincide.
In the second part of our analysis, we reviewed the scholarly literature dealing with
neighborhood change and identified the major indicators of neighborhood change. We
then examined a set of indicators of neighborhood change in subareas of Jamaica Plain
to determine whether the various indicators move in a single direction, at the same rate,
and in a clear sequential pattern.
On the basis of Part I, Jamaica Plain was found to be primarily an administrative
and historical construct. It does not qualify as a cohesive or homogeneous neighborhood;
nor is it a housing submarket. Jamaica Plain only qualifies as a neighborhood in terms
of its physical boundaries. At a scale smaller than the historically defined neighborhood,
the major definitions refer to roughly the same geograihic area. Finally, history and the
physical environment were found to have an important influence on the boundaries of
neighborhodds.
In Part 11, we learned that within the subareas of Jamaica Plain, the indicators of
neighborhood change do generally move in the same direction but not at a uniform rate
with respect to the changes occurring in Boston as a whole. Our analysis also did not
provide a basis to determine whether there is a lead indicator nor whether there is a
fixed sequence to the changes in the various indicators. We did find that highly organized
210
cohesive neighborhoods and neighborhoods bordering open space are least prone to decline,
while neighborhoods containing or bordering blighting forces such as commercial areas,
railroad tracks, industry, or a lower-income area were most prone to decline. Again,
history and geography were found to play a critical role in a neighborhood's dynamics.
Inherent in all case studies, is the question of whether one may generalize from the
findings based on a single case. Put another way, it must be determined whether our
findings would differ if a different case were selected and if so in what ways. Let us now
briefly look at the potential findings of this analysis if an area that has a more homogeneous
population than Jamaica Plain were selected and then the results if a more heterogeneous
area were selected.
Subareas having a more highly homogeneous population than Jamaica Plain may be
regarded as neighborhoods rather than just visual or administrative districts. Subareas
based on more fine-grained distinctions may, however, be located within such homo-
geneous neighborhoods. In Boston, examples of more highly homogeneous neighborhoods
are Charlestown, South Boston, and the North End. In cases such as these, the historical
neighborhood developed as a single unit and maintained the homogeneity which makes it
a single neighborhood as well as a police district, fire district, and aggregation of
statistically quite similar census tracts.
The indicators of neighborhood change were found to move in the same direction in
the subareas of Jamaica Plain, but not in Jamaica Plain as a whole. We believe this
is largely because the subareas analyzed were relatively homogeneous, while Jamaica
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Plain as a whole has a wide variation in the characteristics of its population. In a larger
homogeneous neighborhood such as those named above, the distortion in the indicators
would not be nearly as severe as in an analysis of Jamaica Plain. One may then analyze
the indicators of change for the neighborhood as a whole in the case of a more homogeneous
neighborhood.
In most cases, the homogeneity in population is a function of history and is reinforced
over time by the characteristics of the housing stock and neighborhood institutions. When
changes do occur in such a neighborhood, all aspects of the neighborhood will probably
also move in the direction of the change. If the change is introduced in just one section
of the neighborhood, either through public action or through other outside influences,
the neighborhood will no longer be homogeneous. Perhaps over time, the entire neighbor-
hood may follow the trends of the divergent subarea, but in the short run, the area will
no longer be regarded as homogeneous.
In short, if a neighborhood with a more homogeneous population were selected for
'he analysis, all the definitions would have reinforced each other at the scale of the
neighborhood under analysis. The homogeneity would in turn render the entire area an
appropriate unit of analysis for monitoring neighborhood change.
A more heterogeneous neighborhood is for more difficult to describe and analyze
than a more homogeneous neighborhood. The more heterogeneous the neighborhood is,
the smaller will be the subareas of homogeneous population and housing stock. In the
most extreme case, diverse types of people may share the same block. In Boston, the
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South End and Allston-Brighton may be regarded as heterogeneous neighborhoods. If we
had selected such a neighborhood for our exploratory analysis, the fine-grained diversity
would have made finding subareas quite difficult. In addition, the indicators of neighbor-
hood change would have been difficult to analyze because varying trends would be inter-
spersed in a small geographic area. Although such neighborhoods are less common than
both homogeneous neighborhoods and neighborhoods like Jamaica Plain with clusters of
similar types of people, they do exist in most older cities and a methodology must be
developed so that they can be appropriately analyzed and treated by municipal agencies
and others who use the neighborhood as a unit of analysis.
To further validate our main findings, one would have to carry out a similar analysis
on neighborhoods at other positions along the spectrum from homogeneous to heterogeneous,
as well as on neighborhoods that are both more and less visually discrete, and on neighbor-
hoods that are more and less stable.
Several major methodological difficulties were identified both in locating neighbor-
hood boundaries and in measuring neighborhood change. In both cases, the most critical
problem was data limitations. The decennial census is the most important source of data
on population and housing characteristics, but census tracts do not generally constitute
a neighborhood on the basis of any of the commonly accepted criteria of a neighborhood.
Since census tracts are not necessarily homogeneous, indices based on aggregations of
census tracts do not always relate to truly homogeneous neighborhoods, This leads to
further difficulties in the application of the indicators of neighborhood change. If the
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subarea analyzed is not homogeneous, the trends occurring in the area may counteract
each other, resulting in a distorted view of the dynamics of the area.
Along with limiting the geographic area one may analyze, the use of census tracts
limits the analysis of neighborhood change to comparisons of the same area over ten
year intervals. This hides the actual time that the changes occurred and does not allow
one to trace the actual movements of population groups into and out of the neighborhood.
It only provides an aggregate, static picture. This makes a study of population mobility
and filtering quite difficult.
The Boston SMSA established the policy of maintaining uniform tract boundaries over
time. This allows comparisons of the same area over time, but hides changes in neighbor-
hood boundaries. As a result, dissimilar people and housing are aggregated when they
more appropriately belong in a different tract. This again adds further difficulty to both
locating neighborhood boundaries and monitoring neighborhood change.
As discovered in Part I, the commonly agreed upon neighborhoods or districts of a
city are not necessarily neighborhoods in terms of the formal definitions of the term.
In addition, the various city agencies do not all subdivide the city in the same way.
This means that many actors collect data and draw conclusions on divergent geographic
districts, making the coordination of activities and sharing of data difficult.
Another critical difficulty which has been ignored by neighborhood scholars is an
operational notion of homogeneity. This is an important concept in both locating neighbor-
hood boundaries and in analyzing neighborhood change. If a majority is necessary for
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an area to be recognized as homogeneous, perhaps the resultant geographic areas would
be too small to be useful. We believe that the level of homogeneity used must be tailored
to the needs of each investigator and the exact level being used made explicit. Again
the census limits the analyst to aggregations of predefined geographic areas.
A similar question emerges in the case of neighborhood change. How much change
is necessary for the neighborhood to be regarded as declining or upward transitional?
Does the amount of change that is significant differ with each variable? Can the educational
attainment of the population decline by 10 percent and the neighborhood be regarded as
stable, while if the income level of the population declines by 5 percent the neighborhood
be regarded as declining? Does this differ with the level at which the neighborhood is
initially? For a discussion of neighborhood change to be interpreted similarly by all con-
cerned, these questions must be answered.
Finally, because neighborhood change generally has its origin outside the neighbor-
hood itself, it is a very difficult phenomenon to isolate and describe. As a result, indi-
cators are commonly used as proxies for the process. For the indicators to provide accurate
data, they must be monitored in an area where the entire population or housing stock is
chang!ng uniformly or else divergent trends will counteract each other and leave the
analyst with an inaccurate picture of the changes occurring in the area. Finding the
correct goegraphic unit for studying neighborhood change is a very difficult task. The
best approximation found in this study was the intersection of the areas circumscribed
by the various neighborhood definitions. Again, however, one must compromise and
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use the aggregation of census tracts that most nearly meet the neighborhood boundaries.
This also leaves unanswered the question of how to analyze the changes occurring in
"non-neighborhoods" -- those areas with neither a homogeneous populationa homogeneous
housing stock, nor a unifying environment.
Although neighborhood analysis is a very important activity for many people, a
rigorous methodology for conducting such an analysis has not yet been developed. Most
important, the necessary data is not available in a useful form and several key concepts
have not yet been adequately defined. Over the next several years, with the growing
trend toward local autonomy and decentralization of decision-making and planning,
further strides must be made toward developing a methodology for locating neighborhoods
and analyzing the changes occurring within them.
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Appendix A
Summary: Seven Levels of Housing and Associated Levels of Living
Levels of Housing: Prototypes
and Estimated Percent Distribu-
tion (Greater Boston, 1970-71)
PRESTIGE CLASS HOUSING --
"estates, " "mansions, "
"luxury spreads in subur-
bia:' "fancy townhouses,"
and "elegant penthouses.
Estimated as 1.6% of
Boston area housing stock.
VERY GOOD HOUSING --
eight-room colonial in
top condition or "custom
contemporary;" this level
is far above the common
man's dreams. Estimated
as 4.9% of Boston area
housing stock.
PLEASANTLY GOOD HOU-
SING -- seven-room Cape,
split-level, or ranch; this
is "definitely above standard,
but within the range of the
common man's aspirations.
Estimated as 15.1% of
Boston area housing stock.
"1
STANDARD-COMFO RTABLE --
six-room post-war tract
house or pre-war Cape; other
bungalows, or story-and-
half houses; a home deemed
satisfactorily comfortable
to 4-porson family. Predom-
inantly single-family and
owner-occupied. Estimated
at 25.4% of Boston area
housing.
Associated Market
Values and Rentals
(Late Spring 1971)
$70,000 and up
for single-family
houses
Rents: $585 or
more unfurnished
$42,000 up to
$69,900 for
single-family
houses
Rents: $375 to
$584 gross unfur-
nished
$28,000 up to
$41,900 for single-
family h;'ises
Rents: $240 to
$374 gross unfur-
nished
$20,000 up to
$27,900 for single-
family houses
Rents: $182.50 to
$239 gross, but as
low as $160 contract
(lmage: $160 to
$225)
Who Lives There? -- Seven
Socio-Economic Status Groups,
or Levels of Living, Associa-
ted with Each Level of Housing
THE SUCCESS ELITE -- profes-
sionals, politicians, executives,
businessmen "making at least
$35,000 a year" -- on up to
THE REALLY, REALLY WEALTHY.
THE ESTABLISHED UPPER-
MIDDLE CLASS -- professional
and managerial families,
usually with college degrees
(both husband and wife), who
have attained an income in
the range from $22,400 up to
$34,900.
PEOPLE LEADING A "GOOD
LIFE" -- found in a wide variety
of occupations, from the pro-
fessions down to top-pay blue-
collar workers; significant share
of two-income families. Income
range is $14,500-$22,400.
"COMFORTABLE" LIVING --
Composed of middle-income
white-collar workers and better
paid blue-collar workers and
many two-income families.
Income range is $11,000 to
$14,400.
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Levels of Housing: Prototypes
and Estimated Percent Distribu-
tion (Greater Boston, 1970-71)
STANDARD-MARGINAL --
below average in desirability
as result of age or being
"smaller than you'd want,"
but not substandard in struc-
tural condition; predominantly
rental, multi-unit structures.
Estimated at 26.9% of Boston
area housing.
SUBSTANDARD -- "Projects"
and older housing with
endemic deficiencies of
condition -- "below
inspection standards but
not true slum;" still
rehabilitable. Estimated
as 21.5% of Boston area
housing.
SLUM -- already abandoned
or "should be;" stigmata
are:"broken windows, "
"rats scurrying around, "
"trash & garbage in the
streets, " "ragged children,"
"unemployed men, "
apathetic tenants not
caring. Estimated at 4.6%
of Boston area housing.
Associated Market
Values and Rentals
(Late Spring 1971)
$12,750 up to
$19,900 for single-
family houses
Rents: $137.50 to
$180 gross, but as
low as $105 contract
(image: $135 to
$159 for five rooms)
Market value moot
for single-family
houses
Rents: $85 to $135
gross for private
housing, less for
public: as low as
$55 contract
(Image: $110 to
$134 for four rooms)
Monthly rentals run
below $85 except
in special cases of
"exploitable" tenantry
(Image: $95 on up --
"more than it's worth")
Who Lives There? -- Seven
Socio-Economic Status Groups,
or Levels of Living, Associa-
ted with Each Level of Housing
FAMILIES "JUST AVERAGE, "
OR WITH JUST "ENOUGH TO
GET ALONG"-- This latter is a
phrase adopted from the Gallup
Poll: it parallels the B.L.S.
concept of families at "the
lower living standard. " Income
range is $7,500 to $10,900.
FAMILIES ABOVE "THE POVERTY
LINE" -- but without enough
income to "get along " in a
manner defined by most Bosto-
nians as satisfactory. Income
range is $4,500 to $7,400.
PEOPLE LIVING BELOW "THE
POVERTY LINE" -- For a family
of four this would be with annual
incomes below $4,500 as judged
by Bostonians.
Source: Coleman, Richard Patrick, Seven Levels of Housing: An Exploration in Public
Imagery. Cambridge: Joint Center for Urban Studies of the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology and Harvard University, Working Paper No. 20, April, 1973.
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Appendix B
Jamaica Plain as Defined by the City of Boston
Besides our concern with determining the level of overlap or conflict among the
boundaries defined by each neighborhood definition, we are also interested in determining
the extent to which the city relies on the existing theories of neighborhood in setting
its district boundaries. The fact that Jamaica Plain is considered a neighborhood by the
city of Boston is critical in that this then means that Jamaica Plain, with its varied
population and housing, is treated as a single neighborhood for the delivery of services,
for planning, and for complaint processing. The way in which the administering agency
services a particular district largely influences the quality of life in the entire district
and differentially impacts those portions of the district which differ from each other.
In addition, although there is a subarea of Boston known as Jamaica Plain the actual
boundaries used by each agency as we shall see vary with the administrative needs
of each agencyfurther undermining the notion that Jamaica Plain is a uniquely defined
neighborhood. Those districts which we shall discuss are the Jamaica Plain: fire dis-
trict, police district, sanitation area, highway district, planning district, special pur-
pose districts and jurisdiction for a little city hall.
In many cases, the boundaries for the service delivery district were set years ago
according to criteria that have long since been forgotten but because crews, equipment,
and funds have been allocated according to these boundaries they have not been changed.
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The current supervisors take their districts as given and perform their duties within their
assigned boundaries. Let us now discuss each of the above districts in turn.
As a rule, fire stations are located in such a way as to minimize the response time
to all areas of the city. In Jamaica Plain, all destinations may be reached within three
minutes. The fire district boundaries, however, have their origin in the historic boundaries
of Boston's neighborhoods and have changed only slightly over time as areas have been
torn down or built up, as the population patterns have changed, and as the highway and
street system has changed (map B.I)? These boundary changes have occurred in small
increments over very long periods of time. It would be very difficult to document the
boundary changes for the Jamaica Plain fire district to determine the forces to which
the boundaries have had to respond.
Fire district boundaries are not the sole determinant of how an area is serviced,
rather each alarm is serviced by the nearest fire equipment, which in many cases is
located in a different district. Jamaica Plain is District 9, but the northern areas are
serviced by District 4 in Roxbury. The fire districts are primarily administrative entities.
They are the headquarters for equipment and records. The efficiency with which the
district is run influences the level of services delivered, but the entire system of surround-
ing districts also plays an important role.
The police district headquarters serve a similar function as in the case of fire dis-
tricts. The station is used for administrative purposes, to serve the public, and for
storing equipment. Calls are assigned by a central office to the nearest car in the
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in the sector (subsection of a district) needing help. Cars are allocated to the sectors
on the basis of the work load. Unlike the fire department, which shifts its district boundaries
to meet changing demand, the police department, merely allocates more or less cars as needed,
maintaining their orginal boundaries. When Jamaica Plain was annexed to Boston in 1873,
it had its own police department. After annexation, the Jamaica Plain police department
was amalgamated into the Boston Police maintaining its own district boundary line (map B.2).3
In the 1950's, an efficiency survey was conducted that suggested cutting down the number
of police districts in Boston from sixteen to four. This received large amounts of public pro-
test. As a result, very few districts were combined as suggested. Even though police pro-
tection is based on the allocation of the cars in the sectors, residents prefer having a head-
quarters nearby. The current trend, and the one under which Mayor White ran for office,
isthat each neighborhood should have a say in the way city services are run, thus the need
for visibility at the neighborhood level. 4
The boundary lines of the fire district and police district centered on Jamaica Plain
are slightly different. Although a police car must respond to all fire calls, the boundary
differences are not a problem. Calls come into a central number (911) and both ser-
vices are dispatched according to the nearest available equipment in each case. It
appears then, that these district boundaries have very little importance in terms of
emergency service delivery. Their main value is as a base for record keeping, equip-
ment storage, and public visibility. Because Boston grew through annexing neighborhoods,
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the service districts have more of a neighborhood identity than in many other cities. Although
it is not discernable from the available data, perhaps this strong, historically based neighbor-
hood identity causes each headquarters to be more responsive to residents' demands than
would ordinarily be the case.
The Department of Public Works (DPW) has four separate divisions, each with its own
method of subdiving the city. These divisions are sanitation, highways, engineering and
water and sewer. We shall only discuss the first two, sanitation and highways, because
these have the most visible impact on the neighborhood environment.
The city of Boston is divided into three sanitation areas. Sanitation services are
provided by private contractors who are supervised by city employees (map B. 3). The
Sanitation Division areas are necessary because the entire city is too large to be adequately
serviced by a single contractor. Without precise boundaries between the territories allo-
cated to each contractor, the work they performed could not be adequately supervised.
In establishing the sanitation area boundaries, the historical boundaries of Jamaica Plain
were ignored and the neighborhood was split apart. Most of Jamaica Plain is in Area 2
which also takes in Hyde Park, West Roxbury, and Roslindale, the more suburban areas of
Boston. The northern portion of Jamaica Plain is in Area 1. The origin of the boundary lines
has long since been forgotten. The current supervisor of Area 2 does, however, feel that
his district is manageable as laid-out and had no suggestions for redistricting. 5
The level of service provided to a household by the Sanitation Division is dependent
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on two elements. First, it is dependent on the service area in which that household lives
and the contractor assigned to that area. Second, the number of collections received
by that household depends on population density and access to a place to store the trash
between pick-ups. Most of the structures in Jamaica Plain have backyards or basements
which can be used for storing trash between weekly pickups. More densely populated areas
with inhabited basements have their trash collected up to three times a week.
The fact that Jamaica Plain is not considered as a unit by the Sanitation Division,
is a potential source of inequitable treatment between two sections of a traditional
neighborhood. The small number of residents in the northern section are serviced with
inner city areas while most of Jamaica Plain is serviced with the more suburban sections
of Boston.
The function of the Highway Division of the Department of Public Works is to repair
and clean the city's streets and sidewalks. The Highway Division has ten service dis-
tricts which again do not match the historical neighborhood boundaries of the Police Depart-
ment (map B.4). The northern boundary of District 2, which serves most of Jamaica
Plain is the same as that for Area 2 of the Sanitation Division. The northern section of
what is traditionally known as Jamaica Plain is again grouped with Roxbury. The super-
visor of District 2 did not know the origin or the rationale for establishing the boundaries
as they are. He works within the framework handed down to him. 6
The work of these two DPW divisions must be coordinated. The Highway Division
cleans the streets the day after the Sanitation Division makes its collections. If the
boundaries of the two service areas did not match at all, these two functions would be
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difficult to coordinate.
So far, we have seen Jamaica Plain as defined for the delivery of four different ser-
vices. In each case, the boundaries were set in the distant past, in two cases according
to the original town boundaries and in two cases according to criteria long since for-
gotten and now regarded as arbitrary. In the case of the fire and police most of the resource
planning and allocation of emergency equipment is done centrally and decentralization is
more illusionary than real in terms of service delivery. But, because Boston is a neighbor-
hood-oriented city, the value of the appearance of decentralization of services is quite
important to the public. The maintenance of historical boundaries for this decentralization
reinforces the sense of neighborhood autonomy. The DPW divisions are more decentra-
lized in practice. The purpose of these districts is for crew, and equipment allocation
and for supervisory purposes. The management capabilities of the supervisory staff may
strongly affect the quality of services provided. In the case of Jamaica Plain, however,
the historical neighborhood boundaries were not respectedallowing for possible in-
equitable.treatment between two areas of the same righborhood. This further illustrates
the illusiveness of neighborhood boundaries and the potential importance of the way
in which neighborhoods are defined by city agencies.
For the neighborhood analyst, the lack of uniformity among service delivery districts
makes an in depth study of the level of services provided to the study neighborhood
quite difficult. The figures that do exist are for an area other than that which is being
studied. If the historical boundaries of Jamaica Plain are selected as the unit of
analysis, then figures and data from each of t.3 city agencies will not exactly match
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the area being studied. In addition, the census tract boundaries that form Jamaica Plain
do not match any of the districts just discusse4 making per capita estimates quite
difficult. This also precludes correlating demographic data with service delivery data.
Census tracts insteadmatch Boston's Health and Welfare Areas which were established
in the late 1930's. This allowed for careful study of medical issues on a neighborhood
basis.
This lack of clarity as to the most correct boundaries to be used for neighborhood
analysis and planning was faced recently by the Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA),
the planning and renewal agency for the city of Boston. Several years ago, the BRA
divided Boston into neighborhood planning districts each under the auspices of a district
planner and his staff. Jamaica Plain was grouped together with the Parker Hill area to
the north, to form the Jamaica Plain-Parker Hill Planning District (map B.5). Once
again the historical boundaries of Jamaica Plain were ignored. The census tract bound-
aries were also ignored. Instead the BRA delineated the district using physical boundaries
such as parks and highways. The use of physical boundaries is in keeping with traditional
city planning which dealt mainly with planning the physical environment. The BRA is
currently becoming more involved with social planning and policy issues which involve
greater consideration of the social elements of a neighborhood and perhaps a rethinking
of appropriate district boundaries. Areas for which planning was being carried out by
another agency were also left out of the planning district further negating the importance
of historical boundaries. Model Cities Area 1 is traditionally in Jamaica Plain, but be-
cause it is treated under a special program, Area 1 is in the Washington Park-Model
Jamaica Plain
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Cities Planning District.
In subdividing the city into neighborhood planning districts, the BRA was recognizing
the fact that different areas of the city and different groups of people have different
needs. However, as we found, Jamaica Plain does not in fact contain one single interest
group but instead a variety of geographically scattered subgroups.
The BRA's original function was to administer Urban Renewal projects. In the early
1960's, General Neighborhood Renewal Plan areas (GNRPs) were established as the
units within which Urban Renewal Planning was tobe carried out. As indicated on Map
B. 6, the section of Jamaica Plain bordering Brookline quite appropriately was not includ-
ed - in the GNRP area. In a BRA report dated January, 1965, the selection and treat-
ment of these boundaries for the GNRP area was justified:
The studies undertaken during the preparation of the General
Neighborhood Renewal Plan indicate the feasibility of one
prospective Title I project, covering the entire Jamaica Plain
area. This decision is based on the historical unity associated
with Jamaica Plain, the complete inter-relationship of land
use and circulation, and the limited amount of clearance pro-
posed .7
In this statement, the western region is not considered as being left out, but rather as
not even being part of Jamaica Plain. In that same report, it was explained that if a
new school were considered necessary, it would be placed in the southern part of the
area requiring an exiension of the GNRP area. It becomes doubtful just how important
the historical unity of the area really was in the planning process.
Because the BRA was concerned with neighborhood conservation, they appropriately
only selected that section of Jamaica Plain requiring their services. Justifying their
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selection with references to "historical unity, " is an inaccurate justification for the
way in which the neighborhood was defined. The fact that all of Jamaica Plain was
not included in the GNRP is not obvious from the verbiage in the Urban Renewal reports.
It instead required a close look at a map.
Action for Boston Community Development (ABCD), Boston's anti-poverty agency,
borrowed its district boundaries from the BRA.
ABCD, when it first began to receive funds from OEO, recognized
nine target areas within the City of Boston whose boundaries were
in most cases the same as those of the corresponding General Neighbor-
hood Renewal Plan areas (GNRPs) designated by the Boston Redevelop-
ment Authority... Al l areas designated as target areas by ABCD are
areas which are commonly recognized as having distinct neighborhood
identities, in a city where neighborhood distinctions have historically
been important. 8
Again, only that section of Jamaica Plain relevant to the agency was chosen, yet they
claim that their Anti-Poverty Action Councils (APAC s) represent areas with "istinct
neighborhood identities" yet a portion of the historical neighborhood of Jamaica Plain
is left out and that portion that forms the APAC does not truly have a distinct identity.
As we demonstrated, it contains several subareas.
Area 1, is that section of the Model Neighborhood Area in Jamaica Plain (map B.7).
According to federal guidelines, the Model Neighborhood Area is to contain ten per-
cent of the city's population and is to be located in the area of the city with the most
significant problems. The two sections of Boston with the worst poverty and housing
conditions are Roxbury and North Dorchester, two predominantly black areas. Two
further restrictions led to the inclusion of Jamaica Plain in the Model Neighborhood
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Area. Washington Park, the Urban Renewal area in Roxbury could not qualify for Model
Cities funds. In addition, the areaselected was supposed to racially and demographically
represent the population of the entire city. An area encircling the Urban Renewal Area
was selected to meet these guidelines as well as protect the initial Urban Renewal invest-
ments. 9 Area 1 is the only Model Cities area with a substantial white population, bring-
ing the demographic mix close to that of the city as a whole. No definition of what
constitutes a neighborhood was included in the guidelines.
The fact that only one small section of Jamaica Plain was included in a special pro-
gram geared primarily to the black sections of Roxbury and North Dorchester may pro-
duce significant planning problems. Area 1 is not included in the BRA defined Jamaica
Plain neighborhood planning district. Yet it is part of the earlier Jamaica Plain GNRP
and still is part of the Jamaica Plain APAC. To further confuse the job of data collection
and analysis, only halfof Model Neighborhood Area 1 is in Jamaica Plain as defined
by the census. The special treatment of this area sets it off from the rest of Jamaica
Plain as a more deprived area and associates it with the poverty areas of Boston, further
stratifyingthe Jamaica Plain neighborhood. Area 1 is also set off from the rest of the
Model Neighborhood Area as being the only Jamaica Plain area and as being the only
white area.
The final special program having an impact on Jamaica Plain is the Community
Improvement Program (CIP) under which residents in specifically designated areas of the
city may qualify for HUD Section 236 loans and Section 115 grants for housing rehabili-
tation. The purpose of this program was to stablize neighborhoods which were beginning
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to decline. Two areas in Jamaica Plain were selected to participate in this program.
These are labeled as area E-6 and E-17 on map B.8. The areas that were selected to
participate in the program contained housing that was beginning to show signs of deterior-
ation but which could be rehabilitated with a minimal amount of expense. The most run-
down areas which were being helped through the Model Cities Program and the most
well-kept areas which do not require assistance were to be excluded from this program.
Area E-6 borders both the Model Cities area which originally did not qualify because
it was too run-down and the more affluent section of Jamaica Plain west of Centre St.
which did not require a code enforcement program. Again, this constitutes a stratification
of the Jamaica Plain neighborhood into subneighborhoods. These subneighborhoods are:
the most deteriorated Model Cities Area, the moderately deteriorated Community Improve-
ment Program Area, the well-kept area constituting the rest -f the APAC and the affluent
area outside of the bounds of the APAC. Each of the subneighborhoods have been defined and
labeled by' government programs. This may have a large influence on the reputation
of the neighborhood and the reaction of potential residents to it. Each program also has
its positive effects of improving and stabilizing declining areas which may prove to be
more important in terms of future residents than the stigma attached to the programs.
More recently, the Egleston Square area, E-17, was also selected to participate
in the Community Improvement Program, causing an overlap between the CIP area and
the Model Neighborhood Area. It was difficult to ascertain how an area could simul-
taneously be defined as representing the worst of the city's poverty and housing problems
and as representing an area with housing requiring a minimal amount of rehabilitation
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to be brought up to code. In addition, the CIP boundaries differ from the Model Neighbor-
hood boundaries so that some sections are the target of two remedial programs both aimed
at different types of situations while other nearby areas are treated by only one of these
two programs. In addition the programs are administered independently of each other
and each could potentially interfere with the other's activities.
Finally, Boston is one of the few cities with a decentralized system of "complaint
processing and information distribution. "10 This is carried out through a system of
neighborhood based little city halls. One such headquarters is located at 20 South St.
in Jamaica Plain and is intended to serve the Jamaica Plain neighborhocd (map B.9).
An important purpose of decentralized government is to serve the special needs of specific
neighborhoods. The assignment of the outlined region on Map B.9 to the Jamaica Plain
Little City Hall carries the implicit assumption that the residents of that area have a
common set of interests. Because the majority of complaints brought to the Little City
Halls are housing related, the boundaries were set according to the routes of housing
inspectors. In practice, however, the boundaries are more closely tied to people's
needs. Each Little City Hall will serve anybody who calls or walks into the office.
The actual building facilities were chosen according to two criteria: 1) where people
would be most prone to walk in and 2) according to where a facility was available.
The emphasis of those in the downtown office who oversee the program is on the con-
cept of centers which attract a group of people rather than a concern over the edges
11
of jurisdictions.
In practice, the manager of the Jamaica Plain Little City Hall tends to deal with
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Jamaica Plain as an aggregation of the smaller subneighborhoods mentioned previously
as cohesive subneighborhoods because each of these areas has its own needs and problems. 12
From the above discussion, we may see that although the city of Boston has defined
Jamaica Plain as a neighborhood, there is no uniformity in the actual boundaries given
to Jamaica Plain by the various city agencies, nor do the boundaries have a grounding
in the literature on neighborhood definitions.
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Appendix C
Public and Private Institutional Influences on Neighborhood Change
Not only are many different public and private sector actors interested in neighborhood
change, but they also have a role in the evolution of neighborhoods. Their impact on
housing is especially well documented. Their role in changing the characteristics of a
neighborhood's population is less direct, generally occurring through the manipulation of
the housing stock. Environmental changes, are least well-documented, but the distri-
bution of city services is becoming an increasingly important issue.
The private sector actors who have the largest impact on the housing market are realtors
and lenders-. Realtors decide to whom they will show homes in each neighborhood. Lenders
have control over the availability of mortgage money. Let us now discuss each of these
actors in greater detail.
Up until 1950, the National Association of Real Estate Boards (NAREB) adhered to
the following code of ethics.
A realtor should never be instrumental in introducing into
a neighborhood a character of property or occupancy,
members of any race or nationality, or any individual
whose presence will clearly be detrimental to property
values in the neighborhood.1
The role of the realtor is to match people interested in purchasing or renting a home with
vacant units. In this capacity, realtors have an influence over how different groups of
people are distributed geographically. In the above code of ethics we can see that realtors
have in the past put further constraints on their role as a broker. They also took on the
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responsibility of safeguarding the property values in a neighborhood, thus giving themselves
a mandate for racial discrimination. Although under the Fair Housing Act of 1968, realtors
are required to show all units to minority people, realtors still have maintained some con-
trol over the people to whom they show certain units.
The way in which many realtors have had the greatest impact on neighborhood change
as opposed to stability which they espouse is through "blockbusting. " In very gross terms,
the way in which this process works is as follows. A realtor sells one house in a white
area to a black household, he then uses various techniques to arouse fears in the rest of
the neighborhood. People panic and sell their housesto the realtor at a depressed price.
He in turn sells the houses to black households at a much higher price.2 Realtors also have
a more passive role in racial transition. Quite often, when a neighborhood becomes racially
mixed, realtors will stop showing houses to white households, again encouraging racial
transition. 3 The realtor may then have a marked impact on both the population and housing
elements of a neighborhood.
Lenders also play a large role in the future of a neighborhood. An appraiser determines
the credit risk of the property before a loan may be granted. According to an article that
appeared in The Appraisal Journal,
... the appraiser must be prepared, to the best of his ability
to satisfy himself that the obsolescence or decline rate in
the neighborhood will be less rapid than the amortization
rate of any loan which may be contemplated. 4
Thurston Ross, the author of the article, listed the following as the factors involved in
decline that an appraiser must be able to evaluate: level of turnover, age of building,
modernization (adaptability and trend), encroachment (racial and other), time and dis-
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tance of facilities, address, and taxes. 5 If the appraiser finds that any of these factors
are below the standards he considers free from risk, a loan will not be extended for that
property.
This implies that older residential areas or areas undergoing racial change may be con-
sidered poor credit risks and as a result be discriminated against by private lenders. When
loans are made in "high risk areas, " they often entail a large downpayment, high interest
rates, and short amortization periods, often forcing borrowers to seek a second mortgage
at even more difficult terms. Charles Abrams pointed out that people who are considered
a poor credit risk are quite often forced to live up to their reputation because of the
expense imposed upon them by mortgage lenders.6
These discriminatory lending practices may have an impact on the future of the housing
stock in so called "red-lined" areas. Chester Rapkin attributed further deterioration to
lack of financing.
Because of the withdrawal of institutional financial support
from investments in inner-city properties, transactions are
financed in increasing volume through unorganized mortgage
channels, and mortgaging becomes difficult.. the flow of new
money declines to a trickle, making the replacement of worn-
out equipment virtually impossible.
William Grigsby noted that lack of financing leads to lower maintenance and a decline
in quality, the consequences the lenders were trying to avoid but instead encouraged.
Grigsby also found that in addition to discouraging investment, a lack of financing could
also lead to a shift to absentee ownership and conversions, two characteristics of a declining
neighborhood. 8 Conversions produce smaller units and, therefore, quite often cause over-
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crowding. Overcrowding, in turn, results in greater wear and tear on the structure and
a decline in quality.
As we have seen, lenders may induce changes in the quality, value, tenure, and inten-
sity of use of housing by their lending decisions. Lenders may also force people to remain
in a home that no longer suits their needs by not granting a reasonable mortgage on the
property for prospective purchasers.
Governmental agencies also play a role in neighborhood change. They must be both
responsive to neighborhood change and cogniscent of the changes their actions or inaction
may produce. Among the governmental programs which have an effect on housing and may
in that way change the neighborhood are highway construction, urban renewal, rent con-
trol, code enforcement, and property tax policy.
Both highway construction and urban renewal generally entail demolition and rebuilding.
The government, through eminent domain, may reduce the supply of housing in a particular
neighborhood, putting pressure on the housing supply in another area. In the case of highway
construction and urban renewal, the neighborhoods may be split apatt by a new and different
land use which may have both positive and negative spillover effects for the surrounding
housing market. The structures on either side of the right of way of a highway are down-
graded by the noise, fumes, and other externalities imposed upon them by the highway.
This may lower the property value of the structures. Even before construction begins,
disinvestment often sets in, in anticipation of eminant domain. As maintenance drops, so
does the value of the property and the income level of the people willing to live in the
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neighborhood. There are also less direct impacts. The people displaced by the road
construction must be rehoused, placing increased pressure on the housing supply in the
rest of the neighborhood or in other neighborhoods of similar type.
Urban renewal has similar effects on the housing stock, except, rather than replacing
the demolished structures with a highway, in the case of urban renewal the replacement
may be housing or commercial facilities. There is, however, a time lag between demolition
and construction during which people must be relocated. By definition, urban renewal,
is undertaken in blighted areas. This means that low-income people must be rehoused.
Because of their financial limitations, these people must seek alternative housing in other
low-income neighborhoods, perhaps inducing greater densities and an upward pressure on
rents. Often the housing built on the urban renewal site is for a higher income group than
that which it replaced, again changing the nature of the housing stock. Finally, it is
often believed that urban renewal has spill-over effects and leads to the upgrading of
surrounding areas. If this is the case, again the quality and value of the housing surroun-
ding an urban renewal area may also change, changing the character of the neighborhood. 9
Rent control and code enforcement, although enacted to protect the consumer of housing
have often resulted in decreased property maintenance. Under rent control, the property
owner's income is often kept below that which he would receive in a freer market. If
the controlled rent does not allow him to cover his costs, the owner may respond by cutting
down on maintenance or even "walking-away" from his investment. The impact on the
parameters of housing would be lower quality and a decline in housing values. 10
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Under code enforcement, the owners of residential real estate are required to keep
their structure up to a level that is deemed standard. The purpose of this type of program
is to maintain the quality of housing. If the income yield of a property is not sufficiently
high, the most rational action is for the owner to walk away from his property, not invest
in its improvement. This results in the opposite effect. I
The last governmental policy we shall discuss is the administration of property taxes.
Property taxes are one of the fixed costs associated with a real estate investment. Peter-
son, Solomon, et. al. found that in many cities, properties are not reassessed even
after the value of the property has changed. This means that structures that have dropped
in quality and value may still be assessed at their old rate, increasing the expense to
the owner. In a declining neighborhood, this can contribute to disinvestment. On the
other hand, low assessments may allow for upgrading. Lower fixed costs allowgreater
returns. The lower expense may also be passed on to consumers in the form of lower
rents. Tax policies then may have an impact on both the quality and value of housing. 12
In each of the above governmental actions, we noted the impact of the action on
various aspects of the neighborhood. In addition, knowledge of a neighborhood's dynamics
will help in public decision making. Code enforcement is least effective and in fact
detrimental in a declining neighborhood. The property tax structure may be molded to
a neighborhood's dynamics so as to encourage continued maintenance. In a tight housing
market, replacement housing should be provided before any demolition occurs in an
urban renewal or highway project.
Although not formally investigated, another critical question is whether the city
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changes the level of services it provides to neighborhoods as the population and
housing change. It is often hypothesized that simultaneous with lower income occu-
pancy, declining property values, and declining housing quality, also comes a de-
crease in the level 'of city services. In addition, there is often an increase in
crime and fires and a decline in educational standards in this type of neighborhood.
Further investigation is required to determine whether different neighborhoods are
serviced differently. If the city does in fact cut down on its service to declining
neighborhoods, the city is contributing to the decline.
/
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Appendix D
AVERAGE VALUE PER D.U. AND PERCENT CHANGE
IN JAMAICA PLAIN BY SUBAREAS
(1953-1955) - (1962-1965)
*
Sub-
Area no.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
1953-1955
(1954 Dollars)
$4, 233
5,198
7,471
4,778
3,585
4,816
6,805
4,404
3,587
6,450
9,914
8,151
4,435
4,968
3,273
1962-1965
(1954 Dollars)
$5, 168
5,353
8,389
4,859
2,489
2,927
4,854
5,985
3,552
4,490
10,076
5,510
3,946
5,910
3,605
*See map on next page
Source: Appraiser's Weekly
J. Boland and R. Cady, "HousingMarket Study-Jamaica Plain: (1952-55) - (1962-65),"
Research Unit, BRA (mimeo).
Percent Change
(In 1954 Dollars)
+ 21.0
+ 2.7
+18.5
+ 1.9
-30.5
-39.2
-28.1
- 9.9
- 1.5
-17.4
+ 1.6
-13.4
-11.0
+ 19. 1
+ 9.9
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Jamaica Plain
Housing Submarkets
North 1/2 inch =800 feet
Source: Boston Redevelopment Authority Map # D-36Map # D.1
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